Capitol Lake
Adaptive Management Plan
Final Environmental Impact Statement

[

May 1999







|—
Fact Sheet -
I
v
Title e
W)
Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan - Programmatic Environ- 5
mental Impact Statement.
Description of Proposal and Alternatives
Existing conditions, five action alternatives, and the No-Action Alter-
native are addressed in this programmatic, non-project Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). The alternatives addressed are:
+ Lake/River Wetland Without Trap
+ Lake/River Wetland With Trap
+ Lake
+ Estuary
+» Combined Lake/Estuary
+ No Action
The key features distinguishing the alternatives are related to the
following questions:
Would the system be a freshwater or estuary (brackish water)
dominant system?
Would the tide gate at the Capitol Lake dam at 5th Avenue be
retained or removed (or locked in the open position)?
Would maintenance dredging be part of the alternative and if so
where and when?
Would modified drawdown/saltwater backfill be continued or
not?
Using these key features, the five action alternatives were devel-
oped. Each one looks at a different combination of these features
and how the lake, or estuary, would evolve over time.
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Chapter 1. Summary

INTRODUCTION

Prior to 1951, the area occupied by Capitol Lake, located in north
Thurston County within the cities of Tumwater and Olympia

(figure 1-1), was a tidal estuary of the Deschutes River. The charac-
ter of the estuary was different than present lake conditions, its
brackish waters being influenced by both the salt water tidal action of
Puget Sound and freshwater flow from the Deschutes River. Capitol
Lake was created in 1951 with the construction of a dam and tide
gate along 5th Avenue. The lake, which is actually a freshwater
reservoir of the Deschutes River, was formed to serve as a reflecting
pool for the State Capitol Building as envisioned by architects White
and Wiider in the 1911 Capital Campus Plan. Since its formation, the
Washington State Department of General Administration (DGA) has
been the lead agency responsible for operation and maintenance of
the dam and tide gate, and other management activities in and
around Capitol Lake. Past management activities have involved
coordination with other state agencies, local governments, tribal
interests, and the public (e.g., Thurston Regional Planning Council
1988).

What is the Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan?

|_ CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

With recent efforts to obtain permit and environmental approvals for
the construction of Heritage Park on the eastern shore of the North
Basin (Portico 1997), and for maintenance dredging of Capitol Lake
in the Middle Basin and Percival Cove (Entranco 1996), various
agencies and organizations expressed interest in developing a
Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan.

The Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan {the Plan) will be a
written document, developed by an interagency/jurisdiction Steering
Committee, to provide guidance on how Capitol Lake will be man-
aged and operated in the future. A key question to be addressed in
the Plan is “Should Capitof Lake be restored to a tidal estuary?”, or
“Should it continue to be maintained as a freshwater lake?” The
reason the Plan is called “adaptive” is because it will be frequently
updated and possibly medified as studies are triggered and more is
learned about how the water resource responds to different man-
agement/operational strategies.
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To cate, key features of the Plan process have been to:
» promote coordinated agency participation,
+ rely upon best available science,

+ identify how and when necessary technical data will become
available,

+ outline the implementation roles for each jurisdiction, and

+ commit to a continuing process of updating the Plan based on
new data.

Broad participation has been promoted by DGA and is reflected in
the membership of the Adaptive Management Plan Steering
Committee:

* Washington State Department of General Administration
(DGA)

+ Washington State Debartment of Ecology (Ecology)
+ Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)
« Washington State Department of Natural Resources (DNR)
+ Squaxin Island Tribe
+ Thurston County
» City of Olympia
+ City of Tumwater
+ Port of Olympia
Relationship of this Environmental Impact Statement to the Capitol Lake
Adaptive Management Plan

A Plan has not yet been formulated and is expected to be available in
February 1999. However, the key aspects of the Plan, as currently
envisioned by the Steering Committee, are included in this Environ-
mental impact Statement (EIS). The planning process, which began
in June 1997 and will continue into the future, gives interested parties
the opportunity to provide input on a range of management/opera-
tional alternatives for the lake {refer to Chapter 3, Akernatives).
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SUMMARY

The EIS, including public comments, will be used by the Steering
Committee to formulate the draft and final Capitol Lake Adaptive
Management Plan in the next several months.

Proposed Action and SEPA Requirements

The proposed action is the adoption of a management plan to
optimize the beneficial uses of Capitol Lake, or Capitol Estuary, and
to provide DGA with operational certainty over the next 10 to 20
years.

Under the rules of the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), two
types of “actions” are recognized: “project” and ”nori-project".
Since the adoption of a management plan represents a program, as
cpposed to a specific construction project, this EIS follows SEPA
guidelines for a non-project action. As a result, the level of detailed
environmental analysis has been limited, compared to a typical
project EIS.

The purpose of this Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan and EIS
is to fulfill the requirements of SEPA by:

+ Presenting a number of alternative planned actions, plus a no-
action alternative.

« Evaluating the impacts of the alternatives.
+ Presenting mitigation measures for identified impacts.

As a non-project action, the proposed action would not of itself,
have a direct impact on land uses or the environment in the planning
area. Additional SEPA review would be required for actions autho-
rized by the Plan. Nonetheless, the Plan will provide a framework to
guide future management of Capitol Lake or the Capitol Estuary for
the next 20 years and beyond. The Plan will also help to define
future shoreline uses surrounding the basin.

How You Can Become Involved in the Capitol Lake Adaptive Management
Plan Process

The SEPA process is one way you can become involved in the
Capitol Lake Adaptive Management process. The SEPA review was
initiated with a public scoping meeting on November 20, 1997.
During this meeting, preliminary alternatives were presented, key
environmental issues were identified, and the public was provided
the opportunity to comment. Following issuance of the Draft EIS,
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additional community input will be obtained at a public open/house
and hearing, where citizens can comment on relevant concerns. Al
meetings of the Steering Committee are open to the public and the
agenda allows for public comment. Please contact those listed on
the EIS Fact Sheet for a schedule of the planning process.

DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Existing conditions, five action alternatives, and the No-Action Alter-
native are addressed in this non-project EIS. The alternatives are
briefly described in the following pages.

The time involved in realizing each alternative’s full impact is referred

to as “the time of maturity'.” At the time of maturity, it is assumed
that wetland vegetation—either freshwater or brackish estuary?~
would almost completely occupy any basin that would not be
dredged and would be allowed to fill with sediment, and that the

only remaining open-water habitat would be restricted to the remain-
ing river channel. Figures of the alternatives depict how the basins
would be expected to look at the time of maturity. More detailed
figures for each alternative are provided in Chapter 3. These de- -
tailed figures provide a breakdown of the different vegetation types
conceptually illustrated in this Summary. Renderings are included
with the descriptions that illustrate how the environment would
appear from a view point located at the Capitol Lake Interpretive

Center in the southwest corner of the Middle Basin.

The following impact and mitigation discussion refers to dredging in
one location or another, as a key component of all alternatives. The
level of detail in this discussion has been kept general to facilitate a
clear comparison of the relative impacts between alternatives.
Please note there are several technical options within dredging
components that could affect the degree of impacts.

1. All estimates of time of basin filling (also referred to as time of maturity), are based on estimated sediment loading
rates from the Deschutes River, which can vary from year to year. Therefore, actual times of filling could vary signifi-
cantly from estimates provided.

2. Brackish water is a mixture of saitwater and freshwater that has lower salinity than saltwater.
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v B ' AL Lake/River Wetland Without Trap
; t North Basin

Alternative

Under this alternative, the tide gate would remain
and there would be no maintenance dredging in
the South-and Middle basins. These basins would
evolve into freshwater wetlands over a period of 50
to 85 years as the lake filled with sediment from the
Deschutes River. Once the South and Middle
i Middie Basin® basins have filled with sediment, the North Basin
Freshwater would be retained as an open-water area by mainte-
nance dredging in this basin {repeated every 2
vears), Refer to figures 1-2 and 1-3 and 3-2 for a
full size map with legend.

s South Basin <& : ‘ Figure 1-2
Freshwater g SO 3 : Conceptual llustration of Habitat Types
Welt ds_§ g FR at Maturity for Lake/River Wetland

Without Trap Alternative

& I
C AL

N Vs e,

.'\

Figure 1-3
View from Capitol Lake Interpretive Center of
Both Lake/River Wetland Alternatives at Maturity
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Lake/River Wetland With Trap
Alternative :

This alternative would be similar to the Lake/
River Wetland Without Trap Alternative,
e - except-the Middle Basin sediment trap (io-
Middle Basinge cated at the south end of the Middie Basin)
Freshwater B \,ould be dredged every 6 to 10 years. The
Wetlands L
principal effect would be to extend the
amount of time it would take for wetlands to
develop (75 to 115 years). At the end of this
period, maintenance dredging would begin
(repeated every 2 years) in the North Basin.
Refer to figures 1-3 and 1-4 and 3-3 for a full
; size map with a legend.
TSR o
Scouth Basi ] s
Freshwater I b2 Figure 1-4
Wetiands = ' Conceptual Ilustration of Habitat Types
Lake/River Wetland With Trap Alternative

Lake Alternative

This alternative would retain the lake as it
presently is—open water throughout the
Middle and North basins. Maintenance
dredging would be initiated in two years in the
Middie Basin and Percival Cove and would be
repeated every 2 years. This alternative would
also involve annual lake drawdown and saltwa-
ter backfill, using the modified procedure

Middle Basin
Freshwater B3
Wetlands EE developed by DGA in 1997. Refer to figures

1-5 and 1-6 and 3-4 for a full size map with a
legend.

Scuth Basin =
¢ Freshwater Eimeoiy : : Figure 1-5

, etland . s Conceptual Dustration of Habitat Types
Lake Alternative
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Figure 1;6
View from the Capitol Lake Interpretive Center of
' the Lake Alternative

e

Basin § Estuary Alternative
This alternative would involve removing the tide
gate to allow tidal action throughout the basin, No
dredging would be performed within the basin. At
maturity, in 100 to 150 years, brackish estuary
marsh plants would occur throughout the basin. At
maturity, dredging operations would begin in

Lower Budd Inlet to maintain boating and shipping
Estuary ¥ . .
Wetlands 2 activities (dredging frequency would be deter-

5 2 mined by monitoring). Shortterm dredging may be
required as mitigation in Lower Budd Inlet. Refer to
figures 1-7 and 1-8 and 3-6 for a full size map with
a legend. :

South Basin
Estuary ¢ -
Weﬂds _ Figure 1-7

Conceptual Illustration of Habitat Types
Estuary Alternative
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Mandt Bl el
R low

Figure 1-8

YView from Capitol Lake Interpretive Center of ’

the Estuary and Combined Lake/ Estuary Alternatives at Maturity

rencnimey; Combined Lake/Estuary Alternative
; North Basin &

Half Lake This alternative would be similar to the Estuary
Alternative, except that a reflecting pool dam would
be constructed north to south along the center of
the North Basin. This would provide a permanent,
freshwater reflecting pool on the eastern half of the
North Basin, adjacent to Heritage Park. High quality
water would be added to maintain good water

x: 7 77

Middle Basin i quality in the new lake. At maturity, in 100 to 125
Estuary &
Wetldnds

¥ years, brackish estuary marsh plants would occur
z throughout the lake basin, with the exception of the
i eastern half of the North Basin, which would support
freshwater aquatic and wetland plants. At maturity,
dredging would begin in Lower Budd Inlet to main-
tain boating and shipping activities. Shortterm
dredging may be required as mitigation in Lower
Budd Inlet. Refer to figures 1-8 and 1-9 and 3-8 for
a full size map with a legend.
South Basin §
Estuary * g3 > 2 Figure 1-9
etnd e Conceptual Hlustration of Habitat Types
Combined Lake/Estuary Alternative
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eeim R e No-~Action Alternative
= North Basin
Freshwater ' E ) . .
Under this alternative, the tide gate would continue
to be operated as it presently is, to maintain fresh-
water conditions upstream of the 5th' Avenue dam.
No maintenance dredging would be performed and
all three basins would gradually evolve into freshwa-
ter wetlands over a period of 100 to 150 years. At
the time of maturity, dredging operations would
begin in Lower Budd Inlet to maintain boating and
shipping activities. Refer to figures 1-10 and 1-3

= and 3-10 for a full size map with a legend.

Freshwater
Wetlands

Figure 1-10
Conceptual Tllustration of Habitat Types
No Action Alternative

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

The key features distinguishing the alternatives are summarized in
table 1-1 and a summary cost comparison is provided in table 1-2.
More detailed descriptions are provided in Chapter 3, Description of
the Alternatives. Please note that the costs contained in these
summaries are limited to those associated with dredging, and which
directly impact the Department of General Administration.

A summary of the impacts and proposed mitigation measures for the
action and no-action alternatives is presented in table 1-3.
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Rosalie Bostwick - New email address

‘rom: Nancy Lenzi <nlenzi@ci.olympia.wa.us>

o: Tom Hill <thill@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Amelia Williams <awilllam@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Aurora Gregory
<agregory@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Bob Sterbank <bsterban@eci.olympia.wa.us>, Bonnie Herrington
<bherring@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Cathie Butler <chutler@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Cathy Raymond
<graymond@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Celia Dillon <cdillon@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Chris Grabowski
<cgrabows@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Connie Nickerson <cnickers@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Dave Okerlund
<dokerlun@ci.olympia.wa.us>, David Hanna <dhanna@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Dick Cushing
<dcushing@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Dick Machlan <dmachlan@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Donna Bunten
<dbunten@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Doug Micheau <dmicheau@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Emmett Dobey
<edobey@oci.olympia.wa.us>, Erin Conine <econine@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Gary Michel <gmichel@ci.olympia.wa.us>,
Gloria Mitchell <gmitchel@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Greg Wright <gwright@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Heather Stafford
<hstaffor@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Jan Leiferman <jleiferm@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Jane Kirkemo
<jkirkemo@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Janna Mowatt <jmowatt@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Jay Burney <jburney@ci.olympia.wa.us>,
Jennifer Cegledi <jcegledi@ci.olympia.wa.us>, "Joann Sterbis (E-mail)" <eesjes@aol.com>, Joe Roush
<jroush@ci.clympia.wa.us>, Joel Miller <jmiller1@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Julie McQuary <jmcquary@ci.olympia.wa.us>,
Karen Black <kblack1@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Kate McDonald <kmcdonal@eci.olympia.wa.us>, KC Carpenter
<kcarpent@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Larry Dibble <ldibble@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Lee Keech <lkeech@ci.olympia.wa.us>,
Linda Oestreich <loestrei@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Liz Hoenig <lhoenig@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Lorraine Michelson
<Imichels@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Mary Nolan <mnolan@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Michael Mucha
<mmucha@eci.olympia.wa.us>, Patty Layton <playton@ci.olympia.wa.us>, PW Secretarial Services
<PWSecretarialServices@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Rich Bakala <IMCEAEX-

_O=CITY+200F+200LYMPIA_OU= OLYNET CN=RECIPIENTS_CN=RBAKALA@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Rick Dougherty
<rdougher@0| olympia.wa.us>, "Rosalie Bostwick (E-mail)" <bostWIr@co thurston.wa.us>, Sally Blonlen
<sblonien@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Sophie Stimson <sstimson@ci.clympia.wa.us>, Stephanie Johnson
<sjohnso1@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Steve Friddle <sfriddle@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Steve Hall <shall@ci.olympia.wa.us>,
Subir Mukerjee <smukerje@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Sue Johnson <sjohnson@gci.olympia.wa.us>, Susan Messegee
<smessege@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Tammy LeDoux <tledoux@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Terry Rodgers
<trodgers@ci.olympia.wa.us>, Todd Stamm <tstamm@gi.olympia.wa.us>

tate: 06/24/2003 08:36 AM

wubject: New email address

ffective Monday, June 30, 2003, Jeff Jaksich, President of the East Bay
Irive Neighborhood Association, will have a new email address. Jeff's
resent email address is eastbayd@attbi.com <mailtc;easthay4@aithi.com> .
eff's new email address will be eastbayd@comcast.net
mailto:eastbayd@comcast.net>

was recently brought to my attention that the labels for N.A. Presidents
nd Vice-Presidents available to you in the 'gg on calvin' Public Folder did
ot properly format to fit Avery #5161 address labels. You are correct,

e tabels did not convert from the database into the Word document as
xpected. | worked on the problem and think | have alleviated it. |
uccessfully printed the labels and found they fit the Avery #5161
ymatting. If you have problems with these attachments, PLEASE let me
now.

le://CATemp\GW}00002.HTM 06/27/2003
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Chapter 2. Lake Description and
Related Activities

INTRODUCTION

The Budd Inlet-Deschutes River Watershed includes Capitol Lake, a
270-acre freshwater reservoir in northern Thurston County, within
the cities of Olympia and Tumwater (figure 2-1). As of 1973, the
lake had an average depth of 9 feet. Typical summer depths for the
North, Middle, and South basins are’:

North Basin......0 to 14 feet
Middle Basin....0 to 10 feet _
South Basin........0 to 3 feet

The lake is at the mouth of the Deschutes River and has a drainage
area of 185 square miles.

Prior to 1951, the area occupied by Capitol Lake, which is located in
north Thurston County, was a tidal estuary of the Deschutes River.
The character of the estuary was different than present lake condi-
tions, with brackish marsh vegetation being influenced by both the
salt water tidal action of Puget Sound and {freshwater flow from the
Deschutes River. The lake was formed to serve as a reflecting pool
for the Capitol Building and was first envisioned by architects Wilder

and White in their conceptual design for the Capital Campus in 1911,

Construction of the lake was authorized by the State Legislature in
the late 1930s and funding was authorized to build the tide gate and
dam along 5th Avenue in 1947. The lake project was completed in
1957.

The perceived benefits of forming the lake included:
+ A Capital Campus reflecting pool and improved aesthetics

+ Public access and recreational uses such as swimming?, boating,
and fishing

+ Limited flood control for the City of Olympia during high tides
and for less intense floods

« New fish rearing facilities in Percival Cove

1. Typ'cal depths are for areas outside the river channel, which is somewhat deeper. In addition, there is a small, deep
hole near the tide gate, which is approximately 40 feet deep.

2. Swimming was discontinued in 1985 due to high fecal coliform levels and paor water clarity.

CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
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+ Elimination of tide flats and associated odors

There were also some negative impacts with iake formation, inciud-
ing: :

+ intermittent fish passage problems at the tide gate,®
+ excessive aquatic plant growth,

+ reduced water circulation, and

+ increased algal growth and reduced water clarity.

Since the lake was constructed by the State of Washington, it has
been managed by the Washington State Department of General
Administraticn {DGA). Management activities have historically been
coordinated with the Washington State departments of Ecology, Fish
and Wildlife; Thurston County; and the cities of Olympia and
Tumwater.

As early as 1970, DGA recognized that sediment accumuiation in the
lake would have to be actively managed if the lake’s beneficial uses
were 1o be maintained. Walker and Byrne (1970) estimated that
739,000 cubic yards of sediment had accumulated in the lake be-
tween 1949 and 1970, or the equivalent of 41,000 cubic yards per
year. Since the Walker and Byrne report (1970), various investiga-
tors have estimated the annual sediment load to the lake at between
20,000 to 57,000 cubic yards per year* (Entranco 1990a).

Based on further studies by Washington State University (Orsborn
et al. 1975), plans were proposed to remove as much as 360,000
cubic yards of sediment from the lake during an initial sediment
removal project, and to construct sediment traps in the South and
Middle basins. This led to development of the Capitol Lake Restora-
tion and Recreation Plan (CH2M Hill 1977).

Recent estimates of sediment accumulation, which compared 1983
and 1991 aerial topographic lake bottom surveys (performed when
the lake is drained and most of the lake bottom is exposed), indicate
a sedimentation rate of approximately 35,000 cubic yards per year.
Based on this average annual rate, it is estimated that a total of

1.5 million cubic yards of sediment have been deposited in the lake
since its formation in 1951. Deposition has occurred primarily in the

3. A fish ladder was constructed to allow fish passage around the tide gate.

4, The broad range is due to the application of severe| different methodologies, and the innerent variability caused by

vear-to-vear changes in land use, rainfall, river discharge, etc. ‘
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South and Middle basins where as much as 71 to 78 percent of the
sediment Joad accumulates.

CAPITOL LAKE AND ITS BENEFICIAL USES

The residents of Olympia, Tumwater, Lacey, Thurston County, and
Washington State place a high value on the visual and scenic quali-
ties of Capitol Lake and the surrounding area, The lake and shore-
line environment is also highly valued for recreation. The lake itself
is used for fishing (salmon, trout, and bass), boating, canoeing, and
other aquatic recreation. Shoreline parks include Capitol Lake Park,
Marathon Park, Capitol Lake Interpretive Center, and Tumwater
Historical Park. These parks are all connected by pedestrian trails
along the north and western shorelines of the lake. There is also a
pedestrian trail parallel to the Burlington Northern Railroad crossing
that separates the North and Middle basins. Walking, jogging,
bicycling, bird-watching, picnicking, canoeing, fish-watching (salmon
runs at the fish ladder), and other recreational activities are enjoyed
at these park facilities. Fach year, the lake becomes the central
attraction of Lake Fair, a community event that attracts more than
75,000 visitors and features many activities focused on the lake and
adjacent shorelines. Other community events occur in the lakeside
parks, inciuding Fourth of July celebrations, the Bon Odori Japanese
Cultural Celebration, state employee picnics, and outdoor concerts
(CH2M Hill 1977, Entranco 1990a).
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Tourists and visitors to the state capitol, along with local residents,
participate in the annual Lake Fair and other community events. This
fair also stimulates the local economy through sales of gas, food,
lodging, crafts, souvenirs, etc. Jogging trails and parks around the .
lake also mean that running shoes, clothing, and picnic supplies are
needed and supplied by local merchants.

The lake provides fish habitat for various life stages of chinook, coho,
sockeye, and chum salmon; steelhead; cutthroat and rainbow trout;
largemouth bass; and carp. Anadromous fish pass upstream into the
lake from Budd Inlet through a fish ladder at the dam, while down-
stream migrants pass through the tide gates or over the fish ladder.
Each year, two million chinook salmon fry (juveniles less than one
year of age) are planted in Capitol Lake/Percival Cove in March and
April. The fry are fed by the Washington State Department of Fish
and Wildlife (WDFW) from mid-April to late May or early June.
Between late May and early june, the fry begin their migration out to
Puget Sound. The WDFW and the Olympic Salmon Club also raise
200,000 yearling chinook salmon (juveniles greater than one year
oid) in two net pens in Percival Cove, adjoining Capitol Lake. The

'4 l— CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ——l



lake is thus an important rearing habitat for commercial, sport, and
Indian salmon fisheries.

Some rainbow trout planted in Black Lake also migrate down Percival
Creek and reside in Capitol Lake along with steethead and other
resident fish such as cutthroat trout, largemouth bass, and carp. This
abundance of fish also makes Capitol Lake an important sport fishery
{Entranco 1990a). '

LAKE DESCRIPTION

Sport fishing contributes to the local economy through the sale of
licenses, boats, moters, and other fishing gear. Hatchery, net pen,
and feeding operations support commercial, sport, and Native
American salmon fishing operations and are a very imiportant source
of economic support to both the state and local economy.

When this area was a tidal estuary and no human development
encroached on the floodplain, flood waters would disperse over the
entire inlet. Once the inlet began to be filled and developed, includ-
ing the constriction provided by the Capitol Lake 'dam, flood waters
have had a limited area for dispersement and flooding began to
occur. The Capitol Lake dam tide gate provides limited flood control
for the City of Olympia. The tide gate prevents high tides from
flooding downtown Olympia for some fiood events. During the
100-year storm, flooding can occur near the northeast shore of
Capitol Lake under conditions of high tide and concurrent, high
winter Deschutes River discharge.

However, Capitol Lake is managed by the DGA to minimize flood
impacts. The winter elevation of the lake is one foot below the
summer lake level. As needed, the tide gale at the Capitol Lake dam
is opened to lower the lake level and to provide additional flood
storage prior to major rainstorms. The lake is lowered during a low
tidal cycle, providing additional flood storage during the period when
high tides prevent discharge from the lake. Although flooding can
still occur during extremely large flood events, like the 100-year
storm, flooding can be reduced or prevented for flows of lower
magnitude (Entranco 1990a).

CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN

With recent efforts 1o obtain permit and environmental approvals for
the construction of Heritage Park on the eastern shore of the North
Basin {Portico 1997), and for maintenance dredging of Capitol Lake -
in the Middle Basin and Percival Cove (Entranco 1996}, various
agencies and organizations expressed interest in developing a
Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan (the Plan).

2.5
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The Plan will be a written document, developed by an interagency/
jurisdiction Steering Committee, to provide guidance on how’
Capitol Lake will be managed and operated in the future. For
example, a key question to be addressed in the Plan is, “Should
Capitol Lake be restored to a tidal estuary?” or “Should it continue
to be maintained as a freshwater lake?” The reason the Plan is called
“adaptive” is because it will be frequently updated and possibly
modified as studies are triggered and more is learned about how the
water resource responds to different management/operational
strategies.
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The following sections present projects or activities that are planned
in the Capitol Lake area.

RELATED ACTIVITIES
Heritage Park

The entire easiern shore of the North Basin of Capito! Lake is the
setting for the new Heritage Park, sponsored by DGA. Heritage

Park is the realization of one major element of the original Capital
Campus plan prepared by New York architects Wilder and White.

The park encompasses 46 acres, including part of the North Basin.
A key feature of the park is the Arc of Statehood, a large semicircu-
lar, tree-lined walkway, which encompasses the entire eastern shore-
line of the lake (figure 2-2). A network of trails connects the new
shoreline trail with the Capitol grounds to the south and Olympia’s
Heritage Fountain and Percival Landing {a marine waterfront park on
Budd Inlet) to the north. The park plan includes new aquatic and
wetland habitat on the eastern shore of the North Basin, as well as
newly constructed and enhanced wetlands in the southwestern
corner of the Middle Basin (figure 2-2).

Park construction started in summer 1998 and Phase | is scheduled
for completion by fall 1999. Construction of other park elements
could extend into the year 2000 or 2001.

New Market Historic District

Tumwater’s New Market Historic District borders most of the South
Basin of Capitol Lake. A master plan for this district was adopted by
the City of Tumwater in 1993. It describes future land uses, shore-
line improvements, and cultural and recreational facilities planned for
the district. Key components of the master plan include expansion
of the City’'s Historical Park to include a trail systemn around the

6 L— CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ———I
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south basin (including pedestrian bridges over the Deschutes River
and Capitol Lake near the Interstate 5 bridge), and rehabilitation of
the Old Olympia Brewery buildings for beneficial use ta the pubiic.
Other existing and future cultural and archaeological resources of

the district also are identified in the master plan.

Deschutes Parkway Improvements
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A recent study (JWMSA 1997) was performed to evaluate the
existing condition of the Deschutes Parkway, which runs along the
entire western shoreline of Capitol Lake. This two-lane roadway was
constructed between 1949 and 1952 to improve transportation
access between Olympia and Tumwater. The roadway is 8,550 feet
long and extends from Interstate 5 (I-5) on the south to 5th Avenue
on the north.

‘The recent assessment shows that the roadway continues 1o show
damage from being built almost 50 years ago and an earthquake in
1965. Various repairs are recommended for Deschutes Parkway,
including a combination of roadway reconstruction, roadway rein-
forcement, roadway structural support, slope retaining structures,
and toe/roadway drainage. Estimated construction cost is $9.9
million. A date for construction has not been established.

Since stormwater runoff from the existing roadway is not treated
currently, the proposed upgrade should provide for stormwater
treatment.

Currently the only utility corrider along Deschutes Parkway is the
pressurized sewer line from the Westside Lift Station to the Lacey-
Olympia-Tumwater-Thurston County partnership (LOTT) Treatment
Plant in downtown Olympia. The Westside Lift Station is located
west of Marathon Park and serves the sanitary sewer needs of a
large portion of West Olympia. This facility is currently rated at &
million gallons per day (mgd) and needs to be upgraded to 12 mgd.
In a related sewerage improvement, the Washington State Depart-
ment of Ecology has notified LOTT that the emergency repairs to
the Southern (Tumwater) interceptor, currently on the eastern
hiliside of the South Basin, will not be an adequate long-term solu-
tion. Therefore, LOTT is seeking an alternative route to the treat
ment plant.

The most appropriate alternative appears to be a route extending
along Deschutes Parkway from Tumwater to the Westside Lift
Station. Such a proposal would require an additional upgrading of
the Westside Lift Station from 12 to 24 mgd and a new, parallel

§ L.—— CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT FPLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT —l



pressure line from the lift station to the general area of the Olympia
Center where it flows by gravity to the treatment facility. Plans for
these facility improvements have not been finalized, but preliminary.
discussions indicate that this work would require the temporary
closure of the western 20 feet of Deschutes Parkway. Also, any
utilities constructed within Deschutes Parkway would need to be
constructed to withstand future seismic events. Therefore, these
lines would have to be designed to withstand vertical and lateral
failures.

Another upland project, which may occur in the South Basin vicinity,
is the Olympia Woodland Trail. This urban trail would extend the
existing bikeway along I-5 from Tumwater Historical Park to the
Chehalis Western trail head near Lacey. A new pedestrian bridge
would need to be constructed across Capitol Lake, just south of the
-5 bridge. Once completed, the trail would be 3.8 miles long.
Timing is subject to funding availability.

Capitol Lake Restoration Report énd Action Plan (1988)

L

CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Developing a management ptan for Capitol Lake is not a new idea.
The Capitol Lake Restoration: Committee Report and Proposed
Action Plan was completed in 1988. A summary of this existing plan
is provided below to provide historical context to the new Capitol
Lake Adaptive Management Planning Process. The Capitol Lake
Restoration: Committee Report and Proposed Action Plan was
prepared by an intergovernmental staff committee. The committee’s
goal was to address the water quality degradation in the lake that
was adversely affecting recreational activities in the lake and led to
the closing of the swimming beach at Capitol Lake Park. The Action
Plan contained four goals and 21 action recommendations, aimed at
improving the water quality of Capitol Lake. The process predated
many other nonpoint poliution rules and planning processes, which
occurred in adjacent watersheds and later within the Deschutes
River/Capitol Lake watershed.

There was little incentive for the state aepartments or local jurisdic-
tions, which helped prepare the 1988 Action Plan, to actually adopt it
as a decision-making document. Therefore, any implementation of
its recommendations has been an indirect result of other ongoing
water quality activities or projects. For example, the Budd Inlet -
Deschutes River Watershed Action Plan responded to the need for
a watershed planning process (Rec. 21). The Steering Committee
for the Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan process could also
be considered the interjurisdictional guidance body suggested in the
first recommendation.
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Regarding water quality, monitoring has been done on a limited
basis within the watershed (Rec. 5), stormwater outlets to Capitol
Lake have been sampied in several intensive monitoring opera-
tions by the Thurston County Health Department {Rec. 12}, and
the NPDES permit for the Olympia Brewery was updated (Rec.
10). A stormwater basin plan for Percival Creek has been pre-
pared (Rec. 19) along with an evaluation of Black Lake water
quality (Rec. 18). Implementation of these basin plans have
resulted in the construction of a new stormwater treatment
facility at Mottman Road.

New stormwater facilities are now required to meet new treatment
standards {Rec. 6 & 7) and the Thurston County Conservation
District has targeted the Deschutes River as a priority area for new
farm plans (Rec. 15 & 16). The Budd-Deschutes Plan and Long-Term
Forestry zoning have identified the extent of forestry in the water-
shed (Rec. 14), and the Timber-Fish and Wildlife process has been
adopted in to the Forest Practices Act (Rec. 13). Wetlands through-
out the watershed were mapped in 1995 (Rec. 20); an evaluation of
creating a wetland in the middie basin was completed (Entranco
1990a) and is being re-evaluated under the current planning process
{Rec. 22).

Even though a majority of the recommendations have been ad-
dressed, there are still unresolved issues. The first is the lack of
“maintenance dredging on a planned and regular basis” (Rec. 3}; this
is one reason for the current planning process. The County and -
State have adopted a number of new water quality regulations, but
providing adequate staffing level and enforcement of those regula-
tions is stifl difficult (Rec. 8). ineffective enforcement may also lower
voluntary compliance for actions such as implementing farm plans
{Rec. 15 & 16). It is unknown if nutrient foading from the Percival
Cove fisheries operation has been monitored or reduced (Rec. 11),
and correcting erosion problems along the Deschutes River is and
will continue to be a long-term water quality issue (Rec. 17).

Watershed Activities for Erosion and Sedimentation Control

Recognizing that the rate of sediment delivery to Capitol Lake is
partially determined by land and water use management activities in
the watershed, DCA contracted work to identify and mitigate ero-
sion in the watershed (Thurston Conservation District 1984 and
1994, Entranco 1990b). Timber practices historically involved clear-
cutting and construction of erosion-prone logging roads. These
practices were believed to have a significant influence on erosion

L — CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT —J
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and changing hydrology in the watershed. Other sources of ero-
sion/sedimentation were livestock trampling of river/stream banks
and clearing and grading activities associated with urban deveiop-
ment.

A recent investigation of erasion/sedimentation concerns in the
Deschutes River was completed by Collins (1994) on behalf of the
Squaxin Island Tribe and the Thurston Conservation District, in which
the following conclusions were drawn regarding reductions in
sediment loading to Capitol Lake:

“Whie it s worth reducing land-use sources of erosion as a
means to reducing sedimentation to the lake (and for meet-
ing other objectives such as improving aquatic habitat by
improving riparian conditions), it may be more sound for the
watershed’s overalt habitat to emphasize dredging rather than
awidespread program of bank protection, and the tradeoffs
between the two need to be evaluated.”

This comment was supported by an assessment of the relative contri-
butions of natural and man-induced erosion/sedimentation problerns
in the watershed. Collins (1994) also concluded that natural scurces
of erosion/sedimentation were considered greater than those due to

man-related activities such as forestry and agriculture,

The DGA is also involved in cooperative efforts with the Thurston
Conservation District, Ecology, WDFW, and other organizations {o
instali bioengineering improvements—river bank stabilization efforts
involving vegetation plantings and related work—on a total of seven
upstream reaches of the Deschutes River. This is referred to as the
Upper Deschutes River Sediment Reduction Project. Three of these
improvements were installed in 1993 (Thurston Conservation
District 1994) and four were installed in 1994 (M. Turner, personal
communication). Several farm management plans were also
developed and implemented as a part of the sediment reduction
project,

These efforts, and the efforts of other state, federal, local, and tribal
interests are expected to reduce Capitol Lake's sedimentation rate in
the years ahead. The amount of sediment [oad reduction expected
from these efforts is uncertain, However, it is clear that some
degree of erosion and sedimentation will continue, primarily due to
natural causes, despite the benefits of improved control efforts in the
watershed. The report concludes:

“Therefore, the maintenance sediment removal of Capitol
Lake is expected to be a longterm, ongeing need, even
with the best watershed management practices in place.”
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Deschutes River Watershed Action Plan

A long-term Watershed Action Plan for the Budd Inlet-Deschutes
River watershed was completed by Thurston County (Thurston
County Advance Planning and Historic Preservation 1995a). The
problem of erosion/sedimentation in the Deschutes River and the
associated filling of Capitol Lake is recognized in the pian.

In the Flooding, Sedimentation and Bank Erosion {SED) chapter of
the action plan there are 18 action recommendations which seek to
improve the river ecosystem. Since the adoption of the Watershed

. Action Plan, moderate progress has been made to address this topic.
Thurston County will conclude its “reach scale analysis” of the river
habitat {Action Recommendation SED 4) by mid-1999. This project
targets areas of existing off channel rearing habitat and erosion
concerns {SED 11} and has built on data aiready collected by the
Squaxin Island Tribe on the distribution of large woody debris along
the mainstem of the river.
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Funding for suggested restoration projects has been less available.
Currently unfunded projects are the Conservation District riparian
revegetation program (SED 3}, bioengineering projects (SED 6), new
farm plans {also include revegetation) (SED 8), and the City of
Tumwater riparian vegetation restoration project along the Tumwater
Valley Golf Course (SED 10). The Stream Team has been active
along the river and helped to replant streamside vegetation in
Tumwater’s Pioneer Park. The Capitol Land Trust has set aside funds
for protecting riparian vegetation on a few properties along the river
(SED 7) and for a smali property in the South Basin of Capitol Lake.
The Weverhaeuser Corporation and the Washingion State Depart-
ment of Natural Resources (DNR} have not yet begun a Watershed .
Analysis process in the upper watershed (SED 1). Also, the entire
forest practices industry, including DNR, is re-evaluating streambank
stability with respect to salmon habitat (SED 16).

As indicated by these action recommendations, the intent is to
minimize erosion and sedimentation in the Deschutes River water-
shed to the extent feasibie using available local, state, tribal, and
federal resources. Depending on the degree of success, and the
funding availability for implementation, these actions are expected to
result in some reduction in sediment loading to Capitol Lake over
time.

The Watershed Action Plan also includes recommendations on
agricultural practices, wastewater management and stormwater
quality which, if implemented, would result in improved water quality
in the Deschutes River and Capitol Lake over time.
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Chapter 3. Alternatives

INTRODUCTION

L_ CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

This chapter expands the description of alternatives presented in
Chapter 1, Summary.

The SEPA review process was initiated with a public scoping meeting
on November 20, 1997. During this meeting, preliminary alternatives
were presented, key environmental issues were addressed, and the
public was provided the opportunity to comment. Following issu-
ance of this Draft Environmental impact Statement {E1S), additional
community input will be obtained at a public meeting, where citizens
can comment on relevant concerns.

Existing conditions, five action alternatives, and the No-Action Alter-
native are addressed in this non-project EIS. The alternatives de-
scribed in detail are:

Lake/River Wetland Without Trap

*

+ Lake/River Wetland With Trap .
+ lake

+ Estuary

+ Combined Lake/Estuary

+ No Action

The key issues distinguishing the alternatives involve the following
questions:

1. Would the system function as a freshwater or estuary (brack-
ish water) dominant ecosystem?

2. Would the tide gate at the Capitol Lake Dam at 5th Avenue
be retained or removed (or locked in the open position)?

3. Would maintenance dredging be part of the alternative and if
so, how, where, and when?

4.  Would the modified drawdown/saltwater backfill operation
be continued or discontinued?
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fach action alternative was developed using a different combination
of these features to determine how the keep basin would evolve
over time.

Freshwater or estuary system, retention or removal of the tide gate,
dredging, and continued drawdown all have a role in how long it
would take for the full impact of the aiternatives to be realized.
These factors also would determine the relative amounts of open-
water, freshwater, and estuary habitats that would distinguish the
alternatives (see figures 3-1 to 3-10 under Alterpatives Description).

The time involved in realizing the alternatives’ full impacts is referred
to as “the time of maturity.” At the time of maturity, it is assumed
that wetland vegetation—either freshwater or brackish (a mix of fresh
and saltwater with medium salinity}—would almost completely
occupy any basin that was not dredged and was allowed to fill with
sediment, and open-water habitat would be restricted to the remain-
ing river channel. The time of maturity is based on measured
sedimentation rates in Capitol Lake, caused by inflows primarity from

the Deschutes River.

This EIS uses the phrases short-term, intermediate or interim, and
long-term impacts. Short-term impacts refer to those that would
occur immediately or within the first 20 years. Intermediate or
interim refers to the period from 20 years up to the time of maturity,
and long-term refers to conditions at the time of maturity. All figures
depicting the alternatives show how the basins would be expected
to look at the time of maturity. In addition, the figures showing the
Combined Lake/Estuary and Estuary alternatives (see figures 3-6 to
3-9 under Alternatives Description) show the conditions that would
occur during high tide. :

Freshwater or Estuary Dominant System/ Tide Gate

A key distinguishing feature between alternatives is whether the
existing tide gate at the Capito} Lake dam at 5th Avenue would be
retained or removed. The tide gate and dam were constructed in
1951 and resulted in the creation of the lake and its separation from
the saltwater of Lower Budd Inlet. Retention of the tide gate would
maintain freshwater ecosystems in the existing lake basin {all alterna-
tives except the Estuary and Combined Lake/Estuary alternatives).
Removal of the tide gate would re-establish a tidal estuary—this
would occur with the Estuary and Combined Lake/Estuary alterna-
tives. Re-establishment of tidal circulation could be accomplished by
raising the tide gate and leaving them in the open paosition or by
physically removing the tide gate from the dam.

L CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ——l
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Maintenance Dredging

Two important distinctions between alternatives are the timing of
dredging and whether or not maintenance dredging is included as a
part of the alternative description, or it is proposed as mitigation.
There are two alternatives that include short-term dredging in Budd
Inlet as potential mitigation: the Estuary Alternative and the Com-
bined Lake/Estuary Alternative. These alternatives would allow
sediment from the Deschutes River to accumulate in the South,
Middle, and the North basins uniil they become completely filled
except for the river channel. As indicated in table 1-1, it is estimated
that this would occur over a period of 100 to 150 years. However,
with these options, the removal or permanent opening of the tide
gate would allow sediment to be flushed into Budd Inlet during high
river flows. This may require mitigation dredging before maturity.

Under the Lake/River Wetland Without Trap Alternative, sediment
would be allowed to accumulate in the Middle Basin until it becomes
full (time of maturity is estimated at 50 to 85 years); maintenance
dredging would then resume in the North Basin every other year to
maintain an open-water habitat. The Lake/River Wetland With Trap
Alternative would dredge the Middle Basin sediment trap every 6 t0
10 years for the foreseeable future. The Middle Basin would eventu-
ally fill under this alternative but it would take longer—estimated at 75
to 115 years.

it should be noted that visible changes in the amount of wetland
vegetation—either freshwater or brackish—would probably be minar
during the first 20 years. However, as time goes by, it is expected
that wetland habitat could increase and open-water habitat would
decrease in those basins allowed to fill with sediment.

Under the Lake Alternative, dredging would be initiated in ten
sectors throughout the Middle Basin and Percival Cove. Of these
sectors, two sectors would be dredged every other year for the
foreseeable future. With this alternative, the existing lake would be
maintained. No regular maintenance dredging would be performed
in tne South Basin, but may be performed in the event that sediment
accumulation causes flooding, interferes with park uses, or blocks
boat ramp access to the lake.

Summer Lake Drawdown

CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Another key distinguishing feature is whether modified lake draw-
down/saftwater backfill would occur. Between late 1971 and 1995,
Capitol Lake was drawn down (tide gate was opened at low tide and
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ALTERNATIVES

all freshwater drained from the lake) every summer and the lake was
then refilled with saltwater on the incoming tide. Drawdown and
saltwater backfill was practiced to:

¢ Control freshwater plants and algae.

+ Assist outmigration of juvenile salmon {discontinued in the mid
1980s).

+ Facilitate in-lake or shoreline construction projects.

In 1996 and 1997, the drawdown/backfill practice was modified to
limit the volume and upper veriical limit of saltwater backfill. This
was done to avoid adverse saltwater impacts on shallow freshwater
aquatic and wetland plant communities, especially the wetlands in
the North and Middle basins that were required as mitigation for the
Heritage Park project. This modified practice would continue with
the Lake Alternative only.

ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS

Each alternative is described in detail in the following sections.

T R DL P T A T s A I, ST R T R A TR AT D e TS T S R W N PR TS

Lake/River Wetland Without Trap Alternative

Under this alternative, the South and Middle basins would be al-
lowed to fill with sediment and would slowly evolve into freshwater
wetlands (figures 3-1 and 3-2)'. The North Basin would be retained
as open-water habitat and would function as a reflecting pool for the
Capitol Building. Heritage Park and its freshwater mitigation wet-
lands (wetlands created to mitigate impacts of park construction)
would be integral elements of this alternative.

There would be no maintenance dredging under this alternative and
sediments would gradually in-fill the South and Middle basins. The
time of sediment infilling for the South Basin is estimated at 20 to 25
years, and 50 to 85 years for the Middle Basin. During the first 20
years, there may be little visual evidence of change in the Middle
Basin; but during the interim period (20 to 50 years), freshwater
emergent and scrub-shrub wetlands would begin to replace open-
water habitat. It is predicted that the most mature wetland vegeta-

1. Lzke bottom sediments are comprised primarily of silts, sands, and clays. There is some sorting of material within
the lake. Sand and graveksized material setties out in the Scuth (upper) Basin; sand is the dominant material in the
Middle Basin trap {just narth of the 1-5 bridge), while the remainder of the Middle and North basirs is characterized
by a sand/sit/ciay mixture. Sand and gravet material may have some commercial value for structural £li.
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Figure 3-2
View from Capitol Lake Interpretive Center of Both Lake/River Wetland Alternatives at Maturity

tion communities (scrub-shrub wetlands) wouid develop along the
central axis of the Middle Basin on sandbar islands created by the
deposition of sediment delivered by the Deschutes River. Emergent
wetland vegetation is expected to grow along the shorelines of the
sandbar islands and progress shoreward as sediment continues to fill
the basin over time. Freshwater wetlands (emergent and scrub-
shrub) would-occupy much of the South and Middle basins at the
time of maturity (figures 3-1 and 3-2).

Once the Middle Basin is filled with sediment, maintenance dredging-
would be required to maintain open-water habitat in the North Basin.
It is assumed that North Basin dredging would require removal of an
estimated 70,000 cubic yards every two years to keep pace with
sediment loading from the Deschutes River.

Under this alternative, mitigation steps could be taken to place large
woody debris in locations that would enhance development of
wetland and/or shoreline fish and wildlife habitat. This material
would be anchored in place to avoid impacts to downstream struc-
tures. :
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Dam operaticn would be used to provide limited flood control
benefits until the South and Middle basins are filled with sediment.
Once these basins are filled with sediment, flood storage capacity
would be substantially reduced and there would probably be no
value in drawing the lake down prior to predicted flood events.

Lake/River Wetland With Trap ‘Alternative

Lake Alternative

I'— CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

As with the Lake/Wetland Without Trap Alternative, the South and

. Middle basins would be allowed to fill with sediment and would

slowly evolve into freshwater wetlands (figures 3-2 and 3-3). With
periodic maintenance dredging in the Middle Basin sediment trap,
the rate of sediment Inading would be reduced and the time to
maturity for the Middle Basin wetlands would be extended. The
time of sediment filling for the South Basin is estimated at 20 to 25
years, and 75 to 115 years for the Middle Basin. During the interim
period (20 to 75 years), the Middle Basin would be increasingly
occupied by emergent and scrub-shrub wetland vegetation similar to
the process described for the Lake/River Wetland Without Trap
Alternative. The North Basin would be retained as open-water
habitat and would function as a reflecting pool for the Capitol Buiid-
ing. As with the Lake/River Wetland Without Trap Alternative,
Heritage Park and its mitigation wetlands would be included as
integral elements.

Maintenance dredging would be performed in the Middle Basin
sediment trap (figure 3-3) on a 6- to 10-year cycle, and at the mouth
of Percival Creek. Freshwater wetlands (emergent and scrub-shrub)
would occupy much of the South and Middle basins at the time of
maturity {figures 3-2 and 3-3). Once the Middle Basin completely
filled with sediment, maintenance dredging would be required to
retain open-water habitat in the North Basin. It is assumed that North
Basin dredging would require removal of 70,000 cubic yards every
two years to keep pace with sediment loading from the Deschutes
River.

Dam operation would be used to provide limited flood control
benefits until the South and Middle basins are filled with sediments.

Under this alternative, the North Basin, Middle Basin, and Perciva!
Cove would be retained as open-water habitat {figures 3-4 and

3-5) and would function as a reflecting pool for the Capitol Building.
The South Basin would experience additional sediment filling and
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Estuary Alternative

L—‘ CAPITCL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

wetland habitat development over a period of approximately 20 to
25 years. Heritage Park and its freshwater mitigation wetlands
(wetlands created to mitigate impacts of park construction) would be
integral elements of this alternative.

Open-water habitat in the Middle Basin and the mouth of Percival
Cove would be preserved by maintenance dredging of approxi-
mately 70,000 cubic yards of sediment every other year. Mainte-
nance dredging would occur in two different sectors during each
cycle, rotating the dredging so that the entire Middle Basin and
Percival Cove would be dredged twice over a 20-year period, after
which dredging would start again at the original two sectors. Existing
nearshore wetlands and riparian habitat would be retained and-
would not expand significantly due to maintenance dredging (figure
3-5).

For purposes of alternative comparison, modified lake drawdown is
assumed for only the Lake Alternative. It also could be used for the
Lake/River Wetland With and Without Trap alternatives. Annual
summer lake drawdown and modified saltwater flushing would be
practiced similar to the procedure used in 1997 {Entranco 1997).
This modified drawdown procedure would minimize saltwater
impacts to freshwater plants and would facilitate near-shore construc-
tion and maintenance operations.

Under the Lake Alternative, flood control operations at the dam
would remain unchanged, and the lake would be drawn down to
provide increased flood storage prior to expected high rainfall and
river discharge.

Linder this alternative, the tide gate would be removed? from the
dam at the 5th Avenue Bridge to restore tidal flushing to the
entire basin and return the ecosystem to an estuary. During high
tides, the basin would continue to function as a reflecting pool
for the Capitol Building. However, twice per day, at low tide,
mudflats would be partially exposed with the remaining open-
water river channel providing a limited reflection function. Heri-
tage Park would be an integral element of this alternative but its
freshwater mitigation wetlands in the North and Middie basins
would be displaced by vegetation that would tolerate brackish
water conditions (see figures 3-6 and 3-7).

There would be no dredging in the North, Middle, or South basins,
and the entire basin would gradually fill in with sediment from the
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Figure 3-5
View from the Capitol Lake Interpretive Center of the Lake Alternative at Maturity

Deschutes River. With the tide gate removed and downstream
sediment transport, maintenance dredging could be required in
Lower Budd Inlet at maturity. It also is possible that in the short term
dredging may be required as mitigation in Lower Budd Inlet.

Estimated times of filling for the South, Middle, and North basins
would be 100 to 150 years. During the interim.period (20 to 100
years), sand bars would be expected to form along the central axis
of the Middle Basin, and later the North Basin, and would be colo-
nized by wetland vegetation that would tolerate brackish water
conditions. Sediment filling and wetland plant communities would
be expected to gradually move shoreward over time. At maturity,
much of the entire basin would be occupied by low brackish marsh
and high brackish marsh (figures 3-6 and 3-7). At the time of
maturity, open water with a reflecting pool function would be limited
to the remaining river channel during high tide.

Existing constricted areas in the lake (Capitol Lake dam, railroad
trestle, I-5 bridge, and the edge of the Deschutes Parkway)} may have
to be armored to prevent increased erosion from tidal action.

2. Another option, which would be explored if this alternative was selected as the preferred alternative, would be to
simply open the tide gate and leave it in the open position.

I—‘ CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
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Figure 3-7
View from Capitol Lake Interpretive Center of the
Estuary and Combined Lake/Estuary Alternatives at Maturity

Combined Lake/Estuary Alternative

This alternative would be similar to the Estuary Alternative, except the
_eastern half of the North Basin (approximately 40 acres) would be
separated from tidal influence and preserved as a freshwater reflect-
ing pool for the Capitol Building (figures 3-7 and 3-8). The saltwater
and freshwater environments would be separated by constructing an
earth-fill dam as shown in figure 3-9. There would be no dredging
and the entire basin, except the east half of the North Basin, would
gradually fill in with sediment from the Deschutes River. The time of
maturity is estimated for the South Basin at 20 to 25 years, the
Middie Basin at 50 to 85 years, and the North Basin at 100 to 125
years. At maturity, dredging could be required in Lower Budd Inlet
to maintain boating and shipping activities. It also is possible that in
the short term dredging may be required as mitigation in Lower
Budd Inlet.

Construction of the new dam would require engineering measures
to supply freshwater flow to the eastern half of the North Basin. The

L_ CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT



DGA, LOTT Partnership, and the City of Olympia are considering
the Class A reuse water from the LOTT treatment system as a
source for irrigating lawns at Heritage Park and the State Capitol
Campus. Another use of this water may be to serve as the source
of water for the freshwater reflecting pool in the North Basin. it may
also be possible to provide water:

4 from the Deschutes River during low tide conditions by:
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a. using a gravity-flow pipe system

b. pumping water from the river during low tide conditions
v from an in-lake spring source
u from a groundwater source

if the Combined Lake/Estuary Alternative is selected as the preferred
alternative, further analysis of source water for the freshwater pool
in the North Basin would be needed. This analysis would have to
consider the guality and quantity of the supply sources, as well as
the relative influence of other inputs (e.g., stormwater} to the reflect-
ing pool.

The elevation of the top of the dam would be set at 12.0 to 13.0 feet
mean sea level (MSL) and would minimize, or possibly eliminate
flooding in historically flood-impacted areas of the north and east
side of the North Basin. Further analysis of the potential for flood
impacts and corrective actions are needed for the dam design. This
analysis should consider the possible effects of fluctuations in sea
level due to changing climate.

Preserving freshwater in the North Basin would make it possible to
retain the Heritage Park freshwater mitigation wetlands in the North
Basin; however, the mitigation freshwater wetlands in the Middle
Basin would by displaced by salttolerant plant species.

As with the Estuary Alternative, tidal action may require armoring of
selected areas within the basins.

No-Action Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no dredging of the
lake as part of the proposed action and the tide gate would remain
in place. Eventually, in approximately 100 to 150 years, the entire
lake basin would become filled with sediment and would develop
into emergent and scrub-shrub wetlands

{figure 3-10). At maturity, dredging would begin in Lower Budd
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Inlet te maintain boating and shipping activities. During the interim
period {20 to 100 years), wetland communities would gradually
begin to replace open-water habitat in the Middle and North basins
as described for the Middle Basin under the Lake/River Wetland
Without Trap Alternative. Additional wetlands would also be ex-
pected to develop in the South Basin,

Annual summer lake drawdown and saltwater back-flushing would

no longer be practiced. Filling of the entire lake basin with sediments
would eliminate flood control benefits because there would bé no
significant live flood storage volume remaining.
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Chapter 4. Comments from
the Public

This Chapter contains all the comment letters, e-mail and postcards received on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. It also includes the minutes of the Public Hearing from
November 18, 1998. There were 158 comments on the Draft EIS. Most of these were received
before the comment deadiine of November 23, 1998.

Comments were grouped into one of the following seven categories.

Letters from the Steering Committee,
Letters from other State and Local Governments,

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC

Letters and E-mails from Community Groups and Associations,
Letters from Interested Parties,
E-mail from Interested Parties,
- Postcards from Interested Parties, and {NOTE: Only one postcard has been

* 4 4+ 0+ ¢ 9

copied) _
+ Speakers at the November 18, 1998 Public Hearing.

All comments were numbered (#1 - 158} on the first page of the comment. Where comments
_contain several parts, these were lettered separately (A - Z). The original comment letters and e-mail
were labeled to identify the corresponding comment (A - Z).

Responses to these comments are contained in the following Chapter, and in the same order as this
Chapter. The number on the first page of the comment is the key to navigating between the
comment letters (in this Chapter) and its response (in the next Chapter).
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City of
OLYMP1A
900 Plum Street, P.0, Box 1967, Olympia, WA 98507-1967
November 18, 1998 NOV1 9 1999
A Ry iy i, e
PLANMING G".’.'?LH';.JEM'

Mr. Seeven W, Morrison, Senior Planmer
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW #B '
Olympia, Washington 98502-5031

RE: Oiympia City Council's comments on the Capitol Lake Adaptive
Management Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

Diear Mr. Mormison:

The Olympta City Council commends the State Department of General
Administration for convening the special study committes to review oplions to better
manage Capitol Lake, The Lake is an important community focal point werthy of the
attention the Capitol Lake Management Steering Committee members have paid to its
care since January.

The Council is most pleased the Committes has been able to arrive at this imporiant
junctare in it mission to deveiop management options for the lake with s0 much
constructive, collaborative participation among the members, We are certain this
spirit will continoe as they tke the next steps to evaluate the comments from
tonight's Public Hearing and acrsally develop tools to manage the lake resource,

ﬁuﬂlmpmﬂnmﬂhsmﬂuﬂdhumdyﬂsmmmmmam@m
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DEITE considered to OianfEe L apiity LEKe. wo Intl u:.iuou.' this stimmer to Teview ihOe
Steering Committee’s work progress, and then twice this fall to review the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). As a result of those reviews, the Council
believes that the “Lake Alternative”™ option is the best choice for lake management.
The Council finds na data in the DEIS to refute the conclusion that other options
would create severe environmenital consequences for the community todey and in the
future.

In addition fo flooding and bealth concems, the Council is very concerned that if non-
lake options are considered, there will be a tremendous |oss of the Lake's beauty. The
loss of this aesthetic vales to the community as the Lake transitions to a wetland or
estuary would cccur not over days, but would take 25 1o 75 years o0 accomplish, The
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Mr. Steven W. Morrison
November 18, 1998
Page 2

aesthetic impacts would be most visible and felt most strongly in Olympia’s
downtown, in Heritage Park and in the South Capitol Neighborhood.

The Capitol campus and Olympia’s downtown is a single integrated area that
culminates at the Lake. The architectural design of the Capitol seeks to bring the state
government campus and the Olympia downtown together in a complementary and ‘
harmonious way. Capitol Lake plays a key role in linking state government with the

A community iff which it is located. Its contextual fabric is urban, not rural. The Lake is
physically connected to the downtown. The Lake provides a visual backdrop to the
downtown area. We celebrate at its edges. We are developing a park to honor our
Statehood along its shoreline. Our most important community event, Lakefair, is
centered around the Lake. Now, as many American communities are attempting to
bring water features to their downtowns to attract more economic development and
create a greater sense of place and community, we should not consider returning our
lake to a marsh environment.

In addition, the transition of the Lake to non-lake options would begin just as a
number of important actions are being taken to bring more visibility and revitalization
to Olympia’s downtown. Non-lake wetland or estuary options at this point would, in
the Council’s opinion, be completely contrary to the viable image the community is
attempting to create for downtown Olympia and its associated areas such as Heritage
Park and the South Capitol Neighborhood.

In addition to our concerns with the relationship of the non-lake options to the
downtown, Heritage Park, and South Capitol Neighborhood, there are several specific
impacts that we believe cannot be mitigated. These are:

+ - Park, trail, and recreational impacts, especially the loss of the pleasant park
setting the lake provides.
. The health implications of additional insects and other nocmrnal animals (e.g.,

bats and small crawling creatures) that may come with an estuary or a wetland.
Doewntown Olympia flooding impacts, especially flood liability and increased -
erosion of 5™ Avenue.

. The hydraulic and engineering impacts to the train trestle and the 4th/5th
Avenue bridges.
. The water quality impacts from the Lake, as they may relate to the potential

O = oH g O
. _____§ 7 W r

increased LOTT discharge into Budd Inlet.
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Mr. Steven W, Morrison
November 18, 1998
Page 3

In addition, we are concerned about the lack of information regarding the disposal of
H sediments inside and outside the lake system.

Our decision to choose only the “Lake Alternative” does not mean we are no longer
interested in working to find better ways to manage the Lake. The Council reaffirms
its commitment to participating as an active member on the Steering Committee and
believes that.through that process we can find the management tools to best preserve
the future weall desire for Capitol Lake. :

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this very important environment impact
statement. If you have questions or need further clarification regarding the Council’s
observations on the DEIS before the November 23rd comment closure date, please
contact Mr. Dick Cushing, City Manager at 753-8447,

Sinéerely,

— CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL iMPACT STATEMENT— 43
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November 23, 1998
NOV 24 1998

THUMS { Oty neasial,
PLANMING COUNCIL

Steven W. Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW, #B
Olympia, WA 98502

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Capitol Lake Adaptive Management’
Plan. Tumwater has appreciated the opportunity to be a member of
the Capitol Lake Steering Committee and to help craft a strategy for
the effective management of this important community resource for:
many years to come. The City Council and planning staff have both -
reviewed the DEIS and have a number of comments for you to consider
before preparation of the Final EIS and selection of a preferred
alternative for consideration by the Department of General
Administration.

The following comments will focus on the more technical aspects of the
DEIS. The City Council wishes to defer our recommendation on a
preferred alternative until all comments are received on the DEIS so
that we may benefit from the wisdom of the public. After that, we
intend to discuss this issue again in order to forward a preferred
alternative through our representative on the CLAMP, Councilmember
Parsons.

1. We are concerned about potential flooding in the South Basin, in
particular Historical Park resulting from sedimentation infilling in
“the South Basin under all options. It is mentioned as a possibility
in the future on pp. 4.22-4.23. Tumwater would like to see more
definition and specificity as to the extent of the flood potential. We
are concerned that as infilling of the South Basin continues over
time that eventually significant flooding impacts could occur in
Historical Park and across the river at the Old Brewhouse site.

9. Tables 1-2 and 4-1 — Cost Summary (which are identical) include
only costs of actual lake operations and Budd Inlet maintenance
operations. In effect, this identifies costs only for the State of
Washington and the Port of Olympia. These figures should also
include secondary costs to adjacent land uses and infrastructure. If
this proves to be economically infeasible under the parameters of
the study, then at a minimum it should be clearly stated in the
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document that the costs shown are for lake management only, not total costs.

. Land Use, Recreation, and Shoreline use impacts should include impacts to

Historical Park and future Historic District Master Plan facilities resulting from
future flooding increases.

. Cultural Resources impacts (pg. 4.88) should include archacological resource

impacts, of which there is currently no mention. This section should also include
historic resources on adjacent uplands in the South Basin, and planned facilities.
to enhance visitors’ enjoyment of these resources. Please refer to Tumwater's
New Market Historic District Master Plan.

. Aesthetics Impacts (pg. 4.101) sbouid include a description of the impacts at

Viewpoint 5 (Sout?_l Basin) for the estuary and lake/estuary alternatives.

. Given that, over a long term, there is a good possibility that Mean Sea Level '

could rise as much as 3-5 feet due to the effects of global warming, perhaps some
mention of the impacts of this should be mentioned regarding possible flooding
impacts. '

. Given the rather unique circumstance of creating a lake by damming a river, it

seems imperative to include a more detailed examination of hydraulics for the
various alternatives. For example, the DEIS does not adequately address
concerns regarding bank erosion associated with tidal action on the estuary
alternatives, or whether the current dam, train trestle and Marathon Park
obstructions would allow sufficient flow to allow for true tidal action. Without a
detailed hydraulic analysis, the DEIS is seriously flawed, making it impossible
to make an informed decision among the various alternatives. :

. The DEIS has acknowledged the existing floodgate as a detriment to salmonid

runs by delaying upstream migration, exposing the fish to additional predation
by marine animals and birds. More analysis shonld be conducted to determine if
a more fish-friendly design is necessary.

. Pages 4.57 and 4.58 state that some of the alternatives allow for sediment

infilling of the Percival Cove net pen facilities. What are the costs to the
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife for operating this facility? How do
the return rates of the Chinook compare to other similar facilities?

10.Page 4.58 states that all freshwater alternatives will require reconstruction of

the fish ladder at the dam. These costs should be identified in the document.

— CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT—
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11.An introductory section should be included on the natural system for the entire
L Budd-Deschutes basin, particularly the upstream activities along the Deschutes
River and its tributaries. These activities affect Capitol Lake.

12.Figures 1-2, 1-4, 1-5, 1-7, 1-9, and 1-10 should include some explanation of the
patterns that are included on those figures. Addition of a legend would be
helpful.

Councilmember Parsons, as the Tumwater representative to the CLAMP, has some
additional technical comments that will be forwarded under separate cover.

Sincerely, .
- — O 0 '
T ﬁ/f'\ Lotzen i
| C. 0SGQOD
Mayor

MM:LB:kj
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Steve Morrison

Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 B Heritage Court

Olympia, WA 98502-6031

Dear Mr. Morrison:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Capitol Lake Adaptive Management
Plan DEIS. Also, you have our compliments on a thorough and illustrative DEIS.

The Port is primarily concemed about the adverse impacts to Budd Inlet under those
alternatives that release sediments into lower Budd Inlet. We are concerned about
potential impacts to recreational boating and shipping activities as these sediments move
beyond the current dam and into Budd Inlet. While it is clear that these impacts would
likely occur, it is unclear how these impacts would be dealt with. We understand that an
examination of these impacts is beyond the current scope of work, but want this concern
10 be noted and dealt with in the event either one of the dam removal alternatives is
pursued.

Attached you will find a prior letter from the Port that further elaborates on this concern.
Thank you.
Sincerely,

‘%udc_

Andrea Fontenot
Director of Engineering & Planning

915 Washingeon Streer NE. Slympa WA 98501-6931 Tel {360) 586-6150 Fax (360) B8b-43)  inquiries@portolympis.com | Esecutive Drrecior; Nick Handy
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'2 Port of Olympia Commisioners

Jeff Dickison
Steven Pottie
Bob Yan Schoori

December 2, 1997

Steve Morrison

Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW #B
Olympia, WA. 98502-6031

Re:  Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan EIS Scoping Comments
Dear Steve:

We want to thank Grant Fredricks and the Steering Committes members for including the
Port in the planning process for Capitol Lake. While we get up to speed on the broader
lake management issues, we want to highlight a few issues associated with our main
concern at this time, and thar is the potential release of sediments into Budd Iniet. AsI
offered at the committee meeting on 11/20/97, we are available to follow-up with a
presentation to the committee on Port operations.

In general, those aiternatives that allow the release of sediments into Budd Inlet would
likely trigger the need for an adaptive management plan for Budd Inlet, for a number of

Al reasons. If sediments are released into West Bay, it is likely they will settle in West Bay,
which could impact landowners and users’ in the area. These include the Port, Dept. of
Natural Resources, Corps of Engineers, City of Olympia, US Fish & Wildlife Service,
and the various marinas that likely lease their tidelands from DNR. (The Corps
represents the federal ownership of the navigation channel, and the US Fish & Wildlife
Service holds a Port-granted easement for wildiife on the area known as the Port
Lagoon.)

It would therefore be useful tc understand and distinguish how much sediment would be
B associated with each alternative. As vou suggested, computer modeling might also
indicate how the sediment wouid settle to better determine areas of impact.
To follow through with a sediment release scenario, it is possible that some form of
dredging in Budd Inlet would be necessary for those impacted landowners and users to
continue current uses. Dredging in Budd Inlet raises many issues, including the potential
for encountering contaminated sediments, and the uitimate disposal of contaminated
sediments. Just as dredging raises habitat and wildlife issues within the lake, dredging in
C ' Budd Inlet poses similar impact issues as well. This is a significant and complex issue

* The various natural resource agency representatives can best speak to potential impacts to fisheries.

TS T WM B0 28T panieimt Terrraliegy o I Epmeatas Dirnrror. Nick HAN D
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that warrants careful consideration in the upcoming EIS and management process.

In sum, we are concerned that a potential solution for Capitol Lake may pose a burden for
Budd Inlet, and obviously, the Port as well as other users. Again, we realize that the
management issues for the lake are complex and inter-related, and as I mentioned above,
we want to develop a better understanding of these issues. We look forward to
conttibuting to the development of an adaptive management plan for the lake.

Please let me know of an appropriate time for us to present information to the committee
about the Port and its operations.

Thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely,

Wk
Andrea Fontenot, AICP
Senior Planner

Ce: Dicit Malin
Nick Handy
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Oral Comments from Public Hearing of November 18, 1998 - Jeff Dickison, Squaxin Island Tribe -
Mr. Dickison Commented to issues raised in the EIS that need more clarification, rather than to a

specific alternative:

1. Flooding - the contention represented in the DEIS is that the lake/dam acts as a flood control
device. The Tribe does not believe this to be true, nor is it an accurate depiction of the nature
of the situation. The Tribe contends that the dam creates the flooding potential. Tidal height

A of the bay, he said, never gets to flood height of the river; so, if there were no dam and the
river were allowed to flow freely into the bay, it would never be high enough to flood
downtown Olympia (notwithstanding future sea level rising).

2. Reference was made in the DEIS to capture of adult salmon at the fish ladder at outlet of the
north basin for spawning activity. That facility is not used for that purpose. All the spawning
accurs at Tumwater Park. The facility’s use was described inaccurately. The Tribe’s
principle interest is relative to fish and fish rearing - sustaining and artificial runs of salmon

B need to be maintained. Management of the lake, in the past, have resulted in conditions and
environments not in the best interest of the fish. He said it is clear that some of the
alternatives would pose dramatic changes to the management of enhanced Chinook
production in the lake. He said it is clear some alternatives that some other mitigation
strategy would have to be proposed (i.e., construction of new facilities). One or more
activities will have to occur to maintain Chinook production in or around the lake.

3. Regarding fish references made in the DEIS. Mr. Dickison said it is bothersome to him and
the Tribe that there are a number of references made to fish in the system with parentheticals
following that indicate that the Tribal biclogist may have a differing opinion. He said this

C l reference attempts to subordinate the Tribe’s management responsibility which is equal to the
state’s. The Tribe and Mr. Dickison, personally, is affronted by that representation. He said
be believes more work is needed to accurately reflect the management regime.

" Mr. Dickison, speaking personally, thanked everyone for coming 16 this public hearing. He said he
has been working for the Tribe for over 12 years evaluating EIS’s. Tonight’s turnout is the best he
has ever seen at an EIS public hearing.

20:sp\caplake\dickison
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5 Judy Wilson

District One
Diane Oberquell
District Two
Dick Nichols
- District Three
'HURS'ION COUNTY
SINCE 1852 BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

November 25, 1998

MTr. Steven W. Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW #B

Olympia, WA 98502-6031

RE: Thurston County’s recommendation for the preferred Capitol Lake Management Alternative
Dear Mr. Morrison:

The Thurston County Board of County Commissioners commend the State Department of General
Administration for convening the Capitol Lake Management Steering Commiittee to develop the
management plan for Capito] Lake. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan (CLAMP) is a very thorough and a well thought out
document. The six alternatives provides an adequate range of management options that the
community needs to consider.

The Thurston County Board of County Commissicners has chosen asthe “Lake Alternative” as the
preferred alternative for the following reasons:

The DEIS lacks enough detail to accurately assess flooding impacts from each of the
A alternatives, therefore it is prudent to continue using the lake as a. ﬂood control reservoir
unless further studles prove otherwise.

2. Downtown Olympia has been developed since the early 1950s with the lake providing an

B I acsthetic amenity, flood control, and as a sediment trap. We recommend continuing
managing the lake for the purposes as originally envisioned.

3. Whether the lake/reservoir serves 2s a sediment trap or becomes an estuary, without further

studies to determine exactly where the sediment will settle, it is most likely that removing

the dam will move the sediment Joads into areas such as the Olympia Yacht Club, Percival

Landing, the Port’s turning basin, and lower Budd Inlet. Dredging will need to occur

regardless of which alternative is chosen.

C

Building =1, Room 269, 2000 Lakeridge Drive SW, Olympia, Washingron 985026045 {360) 786-5440 @
T.D.D. (360) 754-2033 Regyeled Paper
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Mr. Morrison
Page -2-

D I A more accurate description of Capitol Lake is a reservoir not 2 lake. One characteristic of
reservoirs is they have a Jarger ratio of watershed area to lake surface area which means more
sediment deposition. Reservoirs are man made by damming rivers. “Sediment removal, coupled
with land management and the construction of devices to trap silt, would constitute a reservoir

restoration and protection” (p. 10; Restoration and Management of T.ake and Reservoirs, Cooke,

Welch, Peterson and Newroth.)
E I 4. TheDEIS also lacks information to accurately determine the tfrue cost and scope of removing
the dam to form an estuary. Since the width of the dam opening is much smaller than the

original natural opening, one could speculate there would be shoreline erosion due to the

velocity of the water flowing back and forth four times a day? Further information would

need to be included in the DEIS to fully understand the hydraulic characteristics and impacts
Fl of lowering or removing the dam.

Even though our decision is based on current information we are looking forward in participating
in the “adaptive management” concept to help make future decisions.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Draft Environmental Impact Statement. If you

have further questions please contact Dick Blinn our county representative or Mark Swartout his
alternate at 357-2491.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
Thurston County, Washington

DICK NICHOLS, Chairman

DY %SON, Commissioner

DIANE OBERQUELL,

MS: DB:ms/ 17049050043 1 90/boce.bol/clamp. It
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
P.O. Box 47775 * Olympia, Washington 98504-7775 * (360) 407-6300

November 23, 1998

NOV 25 1998

My, Steven W. Morrison, Senior Planner L, UMD U AEERINAL
Thurston Regional Planning Council PLAMMING COUNCIL
2404 Heritage Court Southwest, #B :
QOlympia, WA 93502

Dear MrMomisom: =7

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan, describing six possible alternatives of how Capitol Lake could
be managed in the future. We appreciate the tremendous effort that you and the Department of General
Administration have put towards development of a visually-oriented, well-orgenized, and readable
document. I expect that it will be used as a model for future projects, particularly where public
involvement is such an important component of a responsible decision. Because we have been involved
throughout the development of the DEIS, we have few comments, They are as follows:

(1) Hydrologic data should be included to evaluate the feasibility of the Estuary and Lake/Estuary
alternatives. It is possible that existing constrictions at 5" Avenue and the railroad trestle would severely
reduce the exchange of fresh and sait water necessary for the creation of estuarine conditions. We would
like to know how much water could pass through the dam in a typical tidal cycle and the relative in-lake
elevations of those volumes.

(2) The costs of gravity dewatering associated with the dredging would be significant. It is stated in the
DEIS (Appendix A) that these costs are not included in the projections. Some reasonable estimate of
these costs should be included. :

(3) The fill-time projections in Appendix A, Table 2, are extended t0 six decimal places. One decimal
place would imply estimates in months, rather than fractions of a second. This may be a more reasonable
estimate.

(4) On page 4.115, the DEIS states that “an open-water body has to be greater than 20 surface acres to be
defined as a iake under the SMA.” This implies that a lake is defined by the area of open water. Ecology
regulations define a lake as a body of standing water in a defined depression; the presence or absence of
vegetation in the water is irrelevant. It is most likely that as long as the tide gates remain in place at 5°
Avenue, Capitol Lake will remain jurisdictionaily and biologically a *lake” under the Shoreline
Management Act.

(5) For the Estuary and Lake/Estuary Alternatives under Cuitural Resources, page 4.91 states that “The
estuary that existed prior to the formation of Capitol Lake would be restored...” This is perhaps too
optimistic. Without restoring the hydrologic conditions that previously existed, the historic estuary
cannot be restored. Historically, the mouth of the estuary extended from the base of hill on the west side
of the lake to at least Water Street on the east. The mouth of the Deschutes River (i.e., 5° Ave. Bridge)
has been reduced to a fraction of its original size.

< )
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Mr. Steven W, Morrison
November 23, 1998
Page 2

(6) There are several references to the possible loss of hydrologic continuity between the lake and the
Heritage Park mitigation site under certain alternatives. However, no objective information is provided
on the likelihood or a possible time frame for this occurrence,

(7) There is a discussion of flooding issues on page 4.15; the last paragraph discusses water level
management for the 100-year flood. However, it does not state what period of time this is referring to
(e.g., 24 hours, 48 hours, one week, etc.).

(8) In the water quality discussion on page 4.18-4.20, low dissolved oxygen levels in the South Basin are
mentioned as a concern by the department of Fish and Wildlife. No information is provided as to how
this may change under any:of the alternatives. It is our understanding that conditions in the South Basin
will remain virtually identical (i.e., no different than the present) under any of the alternative management
strategies. Also, most of the discussion of water quality compares conditions in Capitol Lake to Class A
water guality standards (WAC 173-201A-030 (2)). The appropriate criteria for Capitol Lake would be
Lake Class (WAC 173-201A-030 (5)).

(9) Finally, there are many references made throughout the DEIS that contro] measures may be taken for
“excessive growth” of aquatic and emergent vegetation as a mitigation approach for several of the
alternatives. We are concerned with this sentiment for two reasons: first, there is no indication or
definition of “excessive.” Second, since several of the alternatives rely on a natural progression of habitat
development, it seems inconsistent to presume vegetation control would be necessary. If, however, this is
intended to address problem vegetation such as purple loosestrife or Eurasian water-milfoil it should be
stated as such. '

We look forward to working with you and other members of the Steering Committee to develop a
consensus recommendation on a preferred alternative. Ecology’s perspective on the six alternatives will

" be shaped by the goals of our agency. They are to prevent polution, clean-up pollution, and support
sustainable communities and natural resources. Please call me or Perry Lund at (360) 407-7260 if you
have any questions. :

Sincerely,
g YU
Sue Mauermann

Southwest Regional Office
Regional Director

cc:  Perry Lund, SWRO
~ Abbe White, SWRO
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
P.O. Box 47775 » Olyinpia, Washington 98504-7775 * (360) 407-6300

December 16, 1998-

Mr. Sieve Morrisen, Senior Planner
‘Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court Southwest, #B
Olympia, WA 98502

Dear Mr, Morrison:

While we are woclully past the deadline for submitting comments on the Capito} Lake Aduplive
Management Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and proviously submitted comments, we have
more. The following comments relate to our ageney’s responsibilities under the state’s waler quality
Jaws, and we ore providing them with the hope thal they may be uscful in future discussions.

The Deschules River, Capitol Lake, and Budd Inlet are 21l on Washington®s 1996 Clean Warer Act
Seetion 303d fist of impaired water bodies. (The primary listing for the Deschutes River is for fecul
coliform bacleria, Capitol Iake is listed for tota! phosphorus, and refuted listings in Budd Inlet include
dissolved oxygen and fecul coliform bacteria.) According io the LOTT partnership’s recent Budd Inlet
study, Capitol Lake contributes 50 pereent of the fecal coliform loading to Budd Inlet, and a vast majority
of the non-marine nitrate plus pitrite loading and biological oxygen demand to the inlel, Nutrients
increasc algac growth, and decaying algae depletes dissolved oxygen, especially in lute summer/early fall.

The lake management alicrative eventually chosen needs to be evaluated for its watcr qualily impacts to
Budd Inlet. We recommend using LOTT s Budd Inlet model for this evaluation. Impucts on water

quality from dredging should be included.

The input of nuirients from the Deschutes watershed will increase algae growth in the lake. Ifa.
freshwaler lake alternative is chosen, the Department of Eeology will be interested in water quality
impacis of management options for controlling algac growth. The historical lakc drawdowns depleted
oxygen in Budd Inlet. Herbicide applications may be barmful to aguatic lile, and would need 1o be
carelully evaluated.

We look forward to helping the Capito] Luke Management Plan Stcering Committee determine the best .
management plan for water quality, natural resources, and the community. Thank you for considering
this lute addition.

Sinccrely,

Sue Maucrmann
Regional Director

T 9
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NOV 25 1998

State of Washington UMD ) U PTG

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFEPLANING SOUNGH

Region 7 Mailing Address: S00 Capitol Way N - Olympia, Washington 98501-1091 - (360) 502-2806
Region 7 Office lccation: Natural Resources Building - 1111 Washington Street SE - Olympia, Washington

November 23, 1998

Thurston Regional Planning Council
Steven W. Morrison, Senior Planner
2404 Heritage Court SW, #B
Olympia, WA 98502

Dear Mr. Morrison: _

SUBJECT: State Environmental Policy Act Document; Washington Department of
General Administration (DGA) Proponent, Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) - Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan, Capitol Lake,
Tributary to Budd Inlet, Thurston County, WRIA 13.0028

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has reviewed the above-referenced
DEIS document received on October 23, 1998, and offers the following comments. Other
commnents may be offered as the project progresses.

We support the development of the Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan as necessary for
concerned agencies and the public to jointly make the best informed decision for future
configuration and management of the lake, especially for natural fish and wildlife resources that
use the lzke and estuarine habitats and the WDFW chinook salmon culture program currently
existing in Percival Cove and immediately upstream of Tumwater Falls adjacent to the Deschutes
River. The DEIS was generally well written but needs necessary clarification. Below we have
included general issue comments and specific issue comments:

General Commenits:

LA l Upon review of the DEIS, we believe that the estuary alternatives appear best for water
quality and fish and wildlife life and habitat. Therefore, we are encouraged that these
altermatives have been given careful review and will be seriously considered in the public
and agency review and decision-making process for a final adopted lake management
plan.

2. We reaffirm, as stated in the DEIS, that for all alternatives that would result in either an
abrupt or, over-time, partial or full loss of the WDFW chinook fish culture program in
Percival Cove, a corresponding mitigation replacement program should be included in the

l plan. The Deschutes/Percival Cove chinook culture program is one of the most
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successful chinook culture programs in Puget Sound and is an important contributor of
chinook to the state non-Indian and Indian commercial and sport fisheries.

Currently, the Percival Cove chinook culture program includes two parts:

a, 200,000 yearling chinook are transferred from other hatcheries in late November
and are confined in anchored net pens in the cove until the following spring (late
April-early May); a delayed release program part.

b. 2,000,000 fingerling chinook are transferred from other hatcheries in the natural
cove in April, fed by boat, and allowed to volitionally out migrate in late spring; a
short- time feeding and imprinting program part.

Mitigation alternatives for loss of the Percival Cove chinook culture program have only

been preliminarily investigated as follows: '

a. A possible option to replace the 200,000 chinook yearling would be to develop the
12 acre area directly north of Percival Cove. This facility would either be

B supplied by 8 cubic feet per second (cfs) water from Percival Creek or LOTT
' pipeline water and include constructed concrete raceways plus other associated

rearing equipment and housing. A preliminary cost estimate is upwards of
$1,000,000 aithough costs may be reduced if LOTT water is obtained. An upriver
Deschutes River/tributary facility for the yearling production has not been
investigated yet, although it is expected that an upriver site may be more costly.

b. A possible option to replace the 2,000,000 fingerling chinook production is to
explore potential upriver Deschutes River site(s) for constructed raceways or
pond(s). A preliminary cost estimate is also upwards of $1,000,000.

c. If water is made available by LOTT at the Tumwater Falls/Deschutes WDFW
rearing facility, then plans can be submitted to expand the concrete raceway
rearing facilities in this area, similarly to the other noted options. This area has
limitations in area that may restrict its expansion; it is surrounded by Tumwater
Falls Park. Also, because of current chinook production here, area restrictions,
and the multiple use facets of the park, the Department of Ecology and City of
Tumwater may restrict additional development and/or require additional
permitting requirements. If determined feasible and permitted, facility expansion
costs here may also approach or exceed $1,000,000. '

In prior correspondence, based on information at that time, we had informed you that we

3
Cl did not believe that the Deschutes/Capitol Lake chinook salmon hatchery-managed stock
would be affected by the proposed Puget Sound chinook salmon listing under the
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C l Endangered Species Act (ESA). Based on recent new information from the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), concerning watersheds containing only hatchery-
managed chinook salmon, we inform you that no decision has yet been made by NMFS as
to the listing status of the Deschutes/Capitol Lake chinook salmon stock under the ESA.
If the Deschutes/Capitol Lake stock is eventually included in the listing, it is cur
understanding that a watershed recovery plan may be required.

4, For all alternatives that include a form of lake environment and corresponding existing
D fish ladder at the dam, it is important that DGA reconstruct the fish ladder as necessary to
ensure upstream fish passage throughout the year. Depending on further design and
biological review; this may be modified for very short time periods when additional lake
flood storage is needed during an anticipated extreme flood event.

5. For all alternatives that include a form of lake environment, significant lake drawdowns

that expose a significant part of the lake bottom or extreme shallow water should be
E I restricted unless it is reasonably determined that a drawdown and partial saltwater

back{ill is necessary to maintain lake water quality. Also, significant drawdowns for
facility construction and maintenance should be restricted, unless it can be demonstrated
that an extreme economic benefit is gained and mitigation can be gained for a fish kill.
We do not support a directed fish kill that has been demonstrated in significant lake
drawdowns.

6. The effect of a summer significant drawdown and release of algae into Budd Inlet was not

well discussed in the DEIS. We question on what basis has it been determined that lake

F } water quality is improved by a summer significant drawdown/backfill? Is it perceived or
real? Please elaborate, especially in regard to Budd Inlet water quality impacts. We are
aware that the water quality of Budd Inlet was studied by LOTT during the si gnificant
lake drawdown in the summer of 1997 and adverse water quality affects were observed.
We believe that this should be a very important consideration for all lake alternatives and
written in the final EIS.

Specific Comments by Page:

2.4, para. 4-  Chinook fry are planted and reared in Percival Cove only at the present. Also, the
fry are fed from the time of planting to late May-early June.

2.5, para. 1~ Add: the yearling chinook salmon are typically planted in mid November and
reared until the following spring.
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4.18, para. 1- 'WDFW does not believe that adult chinook salmon numbers in the lake will
cause lower dissolved oxygen because of their oxygen consumption. Although
reduced dissolved oxygen (DO) levels in the south basin are a concern and can
potentially cause a fish kill, we are skeptical that concentrations of live adult
chinook in an open lake environment would measurably further reduce DO levels.

4.41, para. 1- Chum and coho salmoén, and cutthroat trout are not planted in the Deschutes
watershed.

4.42, para. 2- No plantinigs of coho in the Deschutes watershed has occurred since a very small
plant in 1990, and previous plant-in 1986. Currently, the Deschutes watershed is
not planted with coho because it is used as a south Puget Sound natural coho
spawning study watershed.

4.42, para. 2- Chum salmon are not planted in the Deschutes watershed.

4.54, para. 4- Please delete “WDFW would not release chinook fry directly into the estuary.” I
had given you this statement earlier this year but it was in error. We do release

cultured salmon into estuaries at various locations in Puget Sound and Hood
Canal.

If you have any questions, please contact me at telephone (360) 664-4670
Sincerely,

Jim Fraser

Area Habitat Biologist

cc: SEPA Coordinator, WDFW
Sara Laborde, Director, Region 6, WDFW
Steve Keller, Region 6, WDFW
Keith Keown, Region 6, WDFW
Paul Seidel, Region 6, WDFW
Tim Flint, Region 6, WDFW
Fred Norman, Region 6, WDFW
SEPA Coordinator, DO
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL ADMINISTRATION

DIVISION OF CAPITOL FACILITIES
P.O. Box 41019, Mail Stop 1019 * Olympia, Washington 98504-3019
(360} 753-5686 * FAX [38D) 586-5954 » TD_D (360) 664-3799

November 23, 1998 NOV2 3 1998
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PLAXHING COUNC

Mr. Steven Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court-SW #B
Olympia, WA 9850276031

SUBJECT: Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan — DEIS
Dear Mr. Morrison:

A review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Capitol Lake Adaptive
Management Plan has prompted a compilation of observations and questions relevant to
GA’s operational responsibilities for Capito] Lake. We therefore submit the following
questions and points for consideration by the Steering Committee: '

* Impacts of a chosen alternative on existing permits for the Heritage Park
Development Project are unknown at this time. Permitting requirements associated
with the implementation of any changes to the lake or to the operation of the dam are
also unknown at this time.

* Conflicting information regarding the impact of the dam in mitigating flooding
cond:tions in downtown Olympia needs 10 be resolved. Operational experiences by
GA staff have demonstrated that under certain conditions, utilization of the dam has -
controlled or limited the flooding of downtown Olympia. The effects of river
volume, lake levels and tide levels on downtown flooding require further study and
analysis. ‘

» The Deschutes Parkway and Heritage Park Project were constructed in anticipation of
relatively static lake levels. Studies should be made on the impact of a selected
alternative on shoreline erosion, the hydro-geology under roadbed, dam, or bulkhead
structures. on the viability of Marathon Park, and on the stability of the BNSF
railroad trestle.

&
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I ¢ The aiternative selected could present certain risks. Those risks could arise from
property damage, public safety issues, loss of lake access, consequences of flooding
or personal injury. Economic losses could actrue to the public at large, to
F surrounding property owners, or to tenants under commercial leases in Budd Inlet.
Assignments/indemnification of risks need to be identified and quantified where
possible, and clear solutions described.

¢ The selection of an altemnative could also impact GA operational costs associated with
grounds maintenance. A change from a fresh water to salt water environment would
require a plan for:the re-vegetation of the shoreline. Issues surrounding the
maintenance of a fresh or sait-water wetland environment would include the
mitigation of noxious or invasive vegetation. Public safety issues resulting from
dense growth or hidden wetlands require identification and a plan for resolution. The
scale of environmental change represented under the selected alternative could
significantly impact operational expense.

¢ The selection of any alternative will result in an implementation cost. All issues

surrounding the relocation/construction of any facilities or infrastructure, and the

H allocation of all related costs to the affected agencies, jurisdictions and stakeholders

must be identified and resolved as part of a final agreement.

GA. is dedicated to participating in the implementation of a selected altemnative by the
Steering Comumittee. In the event of a lack of consensus by the Steering Committee, GA
is prepared to offer a supportable approach. Recent discussions within GA. suggest that a
modification to an existing alternative is also available for consideration by the Steering
Committee.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter.

Sincerely,

William G. “Bill” Moore
Assistant Director

BM:as
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November 23, 1998

Mr, Steven W. Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Councit
2404 Heritage Court SW #B

Olympia, Washington 98502-603 1

Dear Mr. Morrison,

The Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan (CLAMP) efforts have been a major undertaking
for General Administration, Thurston Regional Planning and for the members of the Steering
Committee. The Department of Natural Resources (DNR) appreciates the work done so far and
offers the following comments and attachment related to the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for consideration in selecting a preferred alternative and development of the
final EIS. ' '

The specific comments presented in this letter which relate to the DEIS are a collaborative effort
on the part of agency employees from DNR’s Aquatic Resources Division, primarily Bill Graeber
- Natural Resource Scientist, and Central Region personnel. As agreed upon by members of the
Steering Committee, this letter represents the agencies official response 1o the DEIS. I want to
acknowledge the work of Bill Graeber and his efforts to articulate scientific and ecological
concerns in a manner by which public policy can be crafied.

COMMENTS:

At this point in our state’s environmental history, it is important to attempt to remedy previous
shortcomings. Our collective societies have at hand today more knowledge about ecological
systems around us than our predecessors had. And, I’'m quite sure that people who follow us will
have at their disposal far greater information from which to make decisions then we do today.
Therefore, based on what we know today about our ever changing nature, DNR supports
appropriate attempts to return the Deschutes River to its natural condition. This being said, DNR
also is very aware of the importance Heritage Park plays in the decision making process. There
are a couple of alternatives presented in the CLAMP Draft EIS that provide a balance to
providing for Heritage Park and a natural estuary/river system. DNR supports the selection

of either the Estuary Alternative or the Lake/Estuary Alternative.

Besides the aesthetics associated with any lake/river system in an urban environment, a major

social question needs to be asked of the Legislature and the people of this state, That question is,

FOREST PRACTICES § 1111 WASHINGTON ST SE I PO BOX 47012 I OLYMP.A, WA 98504-70712

FAX: {360)902-1784 & TTY: (360} 902-1431 ¥ TEL: (360) 302-1400 -~
Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer RECYCLED PAPER Yoo
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A “To what extent are you, the people of this state, willing to pay to continually fight mother
nature’s natural process of filling in Capitol Lake with silt?” This question needs to be asked
because of the dredging requirements of many of the options presented. Is the Legislature willing
to continue to provide millions of General Fund-State dollars to the Department of General
Administration, on a biennial basis, to remove the sediments that are trapped by an artificial
blockage at Budd Inlet, and to improving water quality in Capitol Lake, and/or provide for the
social amenities of the local community? If the answer is yes, than any of the proposed
alternatives which provide for retaining the existing conditions or variations of the existing

" conditions could move forward. If not, then serious consideration should be glven to allowing a
naturally flowing river restore itself.

TAINABLEE YSTEM MANAGEMENT

DNR, as an aquatics land trustee for the citizens of Washington, i$ striving to promote sustainable
communities. Definition and implementation of tools for ecosystem management is, however, a
difficult and moving target. None-the -less, ample guidance exists for assessing the impacts of
Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Alternatives on ecosystems at several-scales. In approaching

Bl the question of management alternatives for the Capitol Lake reservorr site, DNR refers to recent
developments on applications of sustainable ecosystem management principles. An adaptation of
a July, 1998 staff report to the Northwest Power Planning Council, synthesizing the scientific
literature on sustainable ecosystem management into a proposed scientific foundation as a
regional framework for fish and wildlife restoration, is-attached.

Decisions on management of the Capitol Lake reservoir site are constrained and influenced by

- ecosystem processes in the Deschutes watershed and Budd Inlet. The Deschutes Watershed in
turn is one several tributary systems to the Puget Sound Basin. The human uses of the watershed
and aquatic lands landscapes will significantly influence the ecological functions of the Basin asa
whole and the services it can provide to the human residents. A site scale decision making process
without a context for implications at different ecosystem scales will not serve the needs of DNR,
as a proprietary trustee, for information upon which to make decisions that we can defend as
meeting our mandate and as in the best interest of the citizens of the state. Ecosystem processes
and functions occur at multiple landscape scales as well on a site scale. Habitats are supported by
nested ecosystem processes. We need to develop an analysis and decision making process that is
defensible at multiple scales of space and time.

Imon Restoration and Recove ntext

Our agency is working to approach salmon restoration from a comprehensive and long-term
sustainable ecosystem management perspective using landscape and watershed management tools.
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We view estuaries as a critical link in restoring both sustainable healthy watersheds and salmon,
‘particularly chinook and chum populations. The some of the salient points DNR is using to guide
decisions relative {0 estuary restoration are:

. Salmon are a key large scale nutrient transport vector that generally fuels watershed
productivity. :

. Estuaries are critical nutrient and materials sinks that help drive the coastal basin’s
productivity by capturing and repeatedly recycling nutrients and carbon.

) The overall context for protection, remediation, and restoration actions in an estuary is

provided by the river continuum concept, ecosystem management concepts, and
sustainable watershed management principles.

. Restoration elsewhere in the watershed continuum will not substitute for the loss of the
estuary "link”,

. The historic condition of the estuary and the resource production the watershed sustained
in that state serve as a template for restoration planning.

. Chinook and chum salmon and cutthroat trout can be used as a very effective indicators of

watershed and estuary health. Chinook, chum and cutthroat generally fully utilize
estuarine habitats for extensive periods. The production capacity of a watershed for these
three species is, therefore, strongly influenced by the areas and functions of the estuary
and can be used as a performance measure for estuary function.

Landscape Analysis

DNR uses a landscape perspective to assess management and restoration issues affecting rivers,
estuaries and embayments to achieve and sustain healthy watershed ecosystems. We agree with a
recent statement by US Fish and Wildlife Service which indicated that, while numerous uses of
historic estuary habitats may be provided elsewhere in the watershed, intertidal habitats can only
be restored in the estuary. We feel that restoration of native habitats and the natural processes to
sustain them needs to take priority over impacts to current environmental conditions to facilitate
the salmon recovery process.

Ttie DEIS process is somewhat short-sighted because it is using only site specific information to
make a decision which will constrain salmon recovery options that have regional significance.
Other recent exercises in Puget Sound demonstrate that a site-by-site scale opportunistic
approach to restoration efforts cannot get us to either a comprehensive approach to salmon
recovery or to protection and restoration of ecosystem functions in Puget Sound. The
comparison of the estuary restoration alternative to other potential uses of the Capitol Lake
reservoir site as an issue identification exercise is valid and useful in facilitating further discussions
on the trade-offs of various management options for Puget Sound estuaries. However, it is
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premature to close the door on any potential large scale estuarine habitat protection or restoration
projects and constrain possible options for responding to salmon ESA listings and for
incorporation in the state salmon recovery strategy.

Restoration strategies for estuaries and marine shorelines has been identified as a priority by the
Wild Salmonid policy. And yet, the site scale analysis of the draft EIS has not incorporated the
potential for a comprehensive approach to restoring a continuum of estuarine sub-ecosystem
components at the streams mouths that could sustain the various habitats we are interested in
restoring. This may point to a serious mis-match in institutional scaling for decision making, and a
disconnect between salmon recovery efforts and guidance on large scale projects in historic
estuarine areas. '

Curnulative impacts assessment -
EI

The draft EIS has not adequately considered the magnitude of the historic losses of estuarine
habitats and their value as critical habitats for salmonids and other wildlife. The cumulative
.impacts of current and proposed uses of the area should be considered at both the watershed and
regional scales. The adaptive management plan needs to consider how the federal Endangered
Species Act (ESA), the Clean Water Act, and salmon recovery effort needs will be factored into
comprehensive planning and decision making. General guidance from National Marine Fisheries
Service has been that the minimum threshold for habitat protection on in-water activities [given
salmonid listings, proposed listings, recovery efforts and Clean Water Act requirements) needs to
be shifted from “no net loss” to “a net gain in habitat area and function”. DNR, therefore, will
not support a premise that this site is not a valuable asset for salmon recovery as an estuary
without substantial assurances that adequate substitutes have been committed to replace the
restoration potential of the Deschutes watershed. .

MANAGE HABITATS AS PART OF THE STATE’S INFRASTRUCTURE

DNR has proposed that we treat habitat and ecosystem function like any other part of the state
infrastructure. Rephrasing the concept in development terms may help make the significance of
the concept more apparent. Just as a city, port, or private party may see merit in development or
redevelopment of assets along the waterfront, the DNR sees merit in protecting and developing
the natural resource production base assets to achieve our mandate and to arrive at a solution that
is again defensible as in the best interest of the citizens of the state as a whole. To reach a balance
between urban development and natural resource production will require some integration and
agreements as to the various visions of desired future conditions of the landscape. To do that will
require discussions of tradeoffs as to where land uses fit best on the landscape. There are areas
where ecosystem function is.critical and needs to be protected or restored as a necessary primary
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land use. Other land uses will need to be considered only as potential secondary uses. Location is
everything for ecosystem functions just as it is for industry or business locating on the right parcel
of property. '

Production based renewable aquatic resource management

DNR has proposed a production-based focus for ecosystem protection and restoration where .
production goals for a species or suite of indicator species or species of interest would be used to
as the basis for developing habitat investment strategies and objectives. The use of the historic
land coverage patterns in conjunction with production capacity estimates is a powerful mechanism
for scaling the area and functions of habitats needed for restoring ecosystem processes and
patterns of sub-ecosystems; even if the scope of the restoration is only a fraction of the historic.
system.

level of service
What are the services the local community and the citizens of Washington expect from the
Deschutes watershed and the project site?

In considering healthy salmon populations as one of the potential services the site can provide:
> what role can/should the Deschutes river watershed play in the response to the Puget?

, Sound chinook ESA listing?

> what role can/should the Deschutes river watershed play in the broader scale salmon
recovery strategy response to the Puget Sound chinook ESA listing?

v address development of natural resource production sites as well as other development
needs. The community will need to redevelop renewable natural resource production
capactty along with the other land uses to reduce the overail conflicts between competing
aquatic land uses within both the watershed and the region.

v just as with any other redevelopment, location is key to ecosystem restoration.

ffectiv f i monies to meintain desired servic
The department supports cost-effective and responsible use of the limited public salmon
restoration and management dollars that are and will be available. Restoration will be futile unless
and until this state adequately protects both existing habitats and areas useable for future recovery
efforts. DNR wants to discuss in more detail the costs and benefits of the alternatives and
associated actions that could further expand intertidal restoration.
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G | The draft EIS does not adequately research the merits and drawbacks of the alternatives from the
perspective of potential salmonid natural production capacities and the significance of the
alternatives on the states ability to redevelop natural production of saimonids in the Puget Sound
Region. The management alternatives decision provides an opportunity to direct management
focus toward development of sustainable production of naturally produced salmon populations.
Certainly in the face of ESA listings and salmon recovery efforts, the high potential of the estuary
alternative to restore sea run cutthroat runs and substantial wild chum runs, improve estuary
migration conditions for the existing healthy population of naturally produced coho and for wild
steethead and to establish a substantial naturally produced chinook populat:on needs to be
assessed more thoroughly

The freshwater wetland/Lake aiternative will not result in improved productive capacity for
salmonids for the next 50 years to 75 years until wetland off-channel habitats have developed
through natural succession. In the interim, habitat conditions for saimomds will be expected to
degrade.

The estuary alternative will result in an immediate increase in productive capacity for estuarine
dependent salmonids - chinook, chum, and sea run cutthroat. The literature documents the value
of estuarine mudflats as critical habitats for salmonids and highly productive for preferred prey.
The nutrient and carbon fixing functions of the estuary occur to a large degree on mudflats as well
as the marshes. Mudflats in Puget Sound have been demonstrated to have primary production
rates as high as vegetated wetlands. The mudflat areas will be supported by flows of water,
sediment, detrital materials, nutrients, and woody debris moving downstream from the watershed.
The transport and storage functions along the nearshore area will sustain this highly productive
type of habitat over extended periods of time until the area matures into estuarine marshes.

Under the estuary alternative, conditions in Percival Creek will be similar to South Sound
tributaries such as Kennedy and Perry Creeks that currently support adult chum runs of tens of
thousands. It is reasonable to expect that Percival Creek with an estuary would support adult
chum runs in the of tens of thousands. Chinook currently spawn below the Deschutes falis and
this area may support substantial additional chum spawning. A preliminary review of production
capacities of mudflats for chinook migrants indicates that the estuary alternative may be able to
rear in excess of 100,000 juvenile chinook migrants. This information indicates the watershed
should be capable of sustaining a small (a few hundred) natural chinook run.

the most cost effective potential estuary restoration projects in Puget Sound. The loss of estuary

H I The opportunity to restore the mouth of the Deschutes River to estuarine function is likely one of
habitats in Puget Sound has been recognized as a major factor in loss of overall ecosystem health
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and productivity. Loss of estuarine habitats has also been recognized as major factor for decline
of salmon populations in the Northwest. Returning the present reservoir site to its natural
intertidal hydrology would allow a small portion (perhaps 10 - 20%) of the historic Deschutes
River estuary to be restored. Natural habitat forming processes would be restored, and habitats
critical to several species of salmonids would be reconnected to migratory corridors. The size of
the site (270 acres) is large enough that the full functions of a Additional restoration activities on-
site and adjacent to the area in the south end of Budd Inlet could further improve estuary
functions.

- -
o

RECREATION

The estuary alternative presents an excellent salmon viewing and interpretive opportunity that was
not noted as a public use benefit. Both the Tumwater Park area below Deschutes falls and
Perctval Creek will provide rare prime viewing sites for salmon spawning in the core of the
Thurston County urban area. The popularity of similar sites indicates that such an opportunity in
an urban core area could eventually attract as many or more visitors per vear than current
activities such as Lakefair.

Another unique opportunity exists-at Capitol Lake. While a majority of the bedlands are currently
First Class Tide Lands and subject to statutory teasing requirements, the possibility of a Natural
Resource Conservation Area exists. The Legislature could provide funds to General
Administration or DNR to acquire replacement tide lands and convert the lake ecosystem into a
NRCA.

AE I

Capitol Lake Adaptive Management plan represents an opportunity for the community and the
citizens of the state to reconcile our perspective on the productive native ecosystems of the
Northwest with our sense of aesthetics. At the turn of the century, the reflecting pond vision for
the Capitol Campus Plan failed to recognize the inherent value of the Deschutes River estuary that
the Capitol is built around. In 1911, the planners saw only stinking mudflats and a rundown
waterfront in the way of growth and progress. Today we need to realize the critical role the site,
as an estuary, can play in the function of the watershed and southern Puget Sound. Managing the
Deschutes watershed in a sustainable manner should begin by putting all the links of the river
continuum back together. We cannot and need not restore the entire estuary but returning the
reservoir site to intertidal conditions will restore a small but fully functional estuary to the mouth
of the Deschutes River. If we are to have a chance of recovering the abundant healthy and
harvestable salmon populations that are the icon of our Northwest quality of life, then we will
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need to seize effective opportunities such as this to protect and restore them.

As to Hentage Park, it seems most appropriate that the Arch of Statehood should look out over a

K § restored, fully functioning and sustainable estuary and watershed as we approach the new
millennium. A restored watershed given enough room to meet the sea in an urban center and still
function in a sustainable manner to produce services to all sectors of the state economy is a very
important heritage message we can and should deliver to our chiidren and theirs.

It is time we put away thie artificial aesthetic of the full reflecting pond notion that has wasted too
much of the natural capital of the Deschutes estuary and watershed over the last 50 years and
learn to live within the native environment. The state government needs to set a strong example

L { for the citizens, to grow past the belief that humans could sustain themselves apart from the
watersheds and begin to implement sustainable ecosystem management,

IFIC P

dredging would continue with the Lake/Estuary Alternative and Estuary Alternative.
Dredging of sediments that flows from the Deschutes River and Capitol Lake into Budd Inlet
becomes the Port of Olympia and Army Corp. of Engineers responsibility. Further evaluation
of economic impacts should be done to clearly identify the dollar impact to General
Administration as well as the Port or the Corp. of Engineers.

N | 1. The DEIS indicates or leaves the impression that General Fund-State dollars used for
M

an option. The DEIS fails to clearly articulate that with the current benzoic acid
contamination of sediments in Capitol Lake, marine disposal would not be allowed. There is
a perception throughout the DEIS that Puget Sound Dredge Disposal Area (PSDDA) disposal
is an automatic. Additionally, marine disposal would not be allowed until the issue related to
purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria) is resolved.

2

l 2. Througﬁout the DEIS, deep, open-water marine disposal of dredge materials is considered as

3. Discussions related to the recyclability of dredged materials for commercial purposes failed to
recognize that ownership of dredge materials lies with DNR and not with GA. It should be
0 noted in the DEIS that a majority of Capitcl Lake is First Class Tide Lands managed by the
Department of Natural Resources as an Aquatic Trust. General Administration owns some of
the tidelands under Capitol Lake but leases a majority of the lake bottom from DNR.

4. Found on pages 4.16 and 4.17 is a description of the tide pate crater. Starting on page 4.17,
P first paragraph, third sentence, are comments related to a 1981 release of hydrogen sulfide gas
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Steven W. Morrison
November 23, 1998
Page 9

which caused a fish kill in Lower Budd Inlet. Question - how could the fish kill have been in
' Lower Budd Inlet when the creation.of hydrogen sulfide gas occurs in the tide gate crater, in
Capitol Lake and not in Budd Inlet?

P

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

4@1@74%

Howard P. Thronson, Manager
Forest Practices Division

HPT
Attachment

¢: Commissioner Belcher
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A REGIONAL FRAMEWORK FOR FISH AND WILDLIFE
RESTORATION

A PROPOSED SCIENTIFIC FOUNDATION FOR THE RESTORATION
OF FISH AND WILDLIFE IN PACIFIC COASTAL RIVER BASINS

The role of the scientiﬁé foundation

The scientific foundation provides a broad, scientific basis for developing and evaluating
fish and wildlife recovery strategies. By stating an explicit conceptual foundation, there is a clear
basis for decisions and a scientific starting point for future investigation. The scientific foundation
distills a set of general principles about ecosystems, and then. discusses important ecological
patterns and interaction§.

The scientific foundation described here has two major parts. Part [ provides the scientific
principles— a set of broad, scientifically based statements concerning the relationship between
organisms, including humans, and their ecosystems. These provide an explicit set of general
principles to guide development of specific strategies and actions. In Part I of the scientific
foundation, these principles are applied to a description of the river as an ecosystem. As the
framework process moves forward, it is intended that Part II will continue to be developed. A set
of analytical tools based on Parts 1 and 11, remain to be developed. The scientific foundation does
not represent a series of political judgments, nor does it indicate the course of fish and wildlife
recovery in a river basin. The foundation informs these judgments, however, by depicting the
scientific principles and ecological setting for recovery efforts. The principles reflect the weight
of scientific evidence, thus the foundation is developed through scientific synthesis and peer
review.

Part 1. The Scientific Principles

Principle 1: The abundance and productivity of fish and wildlife species reflect the
conditions of their ecosystems.

Intuitively, we can appreciate the refationship between plans, animals and their
environment. In natural ecosystems, these conditions develop and are maintained by processes
related to geology. hydrology and natural selection. Because of this close relationship between
species and their ecosystems, goals for individual species, such as salmon, resident fish or wildlife,
are achieved by allowing the ecosystem to develop in a manner consistent with the biological
needs of the target species.

Implications: Making progress toward goals for fish and wildlife species requires certain
ecosystem conditions.
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FPrinciple 2. Natural ecosystems are dynamic, evolutionary and resilient

Neatural ecosystems are dynamic and constantly change in response to internal and external
factors. For'many ecosystems, change is an essential feature. Many human actions seek to
moderate or eliminate these factors that structure biological systems.

However, while change is characteristic, ecosystems also have a certain stability,
Ecosystems evolve in the sense that they show describable, if not precisely predictable, patterns of
development over time. :

Implications: A management program that focuses on specific species within ecosystems
should anticipate change. Management programs need to anticipate change and include
evaluation mechanisms that permit adaptation over time.

Principle 3. Ecgsystems are structured hierarchically”

Discussion: Ecosystems are like Russian dolls that can be opened to.find a smaller doll
within. An Ecosystem is composed of small er scale ecosystems and is also a component of a
larger-scale ecosystem. However, while each doll is z discrete entity, ecosystems are a continuum
from the large-scale to the small-scale. At any point on this continuum, the ecosystem reflects the
behavior of smaller scale components and is constrained by the larger-scale system. Scale in this
sense refers to both geographic and time dimensions. By analogy to a camera lens, we can zoom
in to consider fine scale details and pan out to consider the ecosystem as a whole. To solve large-
scale problems, we need to filter out smaller-scale data. On the other hand, questions concerning
small-scale components cannot be addressed by looking at large scale data appropriate to the
entire basin,

Implications: This principle provides an ecologically based way to structure fish and
wildlife recovery. A recovery program must first define the ecosystem at the point in the
ecological continuum appropriate to the problem. We may bound an ecosystem at different places

. depending on the questions we ask. The ecosystem at that point reflects the characteristics of the
features nested within, and it is also constrained within the contest of larger systems.
Consideration of the ecosystem in isolation provides and incompiete picture,

Framework elements developed at any level need to be consistent with elements developed
at larger and smaller scales. Goals set at the level of the basin need to constrain goals at the
watershed level. Regional goals collect and reflect goals set at the watershed level. Similarly, the
scientific foundation at the watershed level needs to be consistent with the scientific foundation
for the basin as a whole. Because the river is a system of nested elements, there need to be a
logical consistency in policy, science and action as we zoom in or pan out to address problems at
different scales.

Principle 4. Ecosystems are defined relative to specific communities of plant and
animal species :
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Discussion: The dimensions, relevant components and condition of the ecosystem can be
identified with respect to specific species of interest and their associated biclogical communities.
Species do not exist as isolated elements of the physical habitat. Instead, they interact closely
with other species and the environment to form a system. Ecosystems and their conditions are
defined in relation to a community or assemblage of interacting species rather than by individual
species. The dimensions and elements of the ecosystem with respect to a population of Bull
Trout, for example, includes the interacting community of aquatic and terrestrial plant and animal
species that collectively define the conditions needed for success of the population.

Implications: Defining the ecosystem with respect to a distinct community of interacting .
species allows us to identify and quantify the ecological conditions needed to address the goals of
specific species of interest. The physical and biological needs of the community provide a
composite index of the conditions needed to meet goals for specific individual species.

For example, achieving goals for a specific salmon popuiation listed under the, requires
not only certain water quality, sediment and other habitat characteristics, but alsc the aquatic and
terrestrial conditions needed to allow development of @ compatible community of plant and animal
species. Continuum of needed physical and biological interactions can be developed that
encompasses the entire life cycle of a species.

Principle 5. Biological diversity accomniodates environmental variation

Discussion: The physical and biological template of the environment shapes species and
populations. Variation in biological characteristics helps species.cope with the range of
environmental variation in their ecosystems. A more biologically diverse species has a greater
range of possible solutions to the challenges posed by variation in the environment. Generally
speaking, greater diversity in species and populations leads to greater ecological stability.

Implications: Human actions can reduce biological variation. Confronting a dynamic and
complex ecosystem, we try to simplify and constrain it to make it more compatible with our
needs. The complexity of many natural habitats has been simplified.

If we accept that diversity within species enhances the ability of the species to sustain itself
productively over time, then we should manage our activities to allow natural expression of
biological diversity. While diversity can be quantified, determination of the “proper” level of
biological diversity is likely not possible. The challenge is to manage human activities 10 minimize
our impacts on selection and allow diversity to develop accordingly. '

Principle 6. Ecasystem conditions develop primarily through natural processes.

Natural ecosystems are created, altered and maintained primartly by natural processes
operating at a range of scales encompassing the entire life history of species of interest. Habitats
develop in response to the local hydrology, geology and climate. Species and communities in turn
develop to match the template provided by the physical and biological conditions. Human actions
that constrain or alter these habitats have 2 biological consequence: native species and

432 —— CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT—



populations are lost  Management of ecosystems to achieve goals for specific species implies
allowing normal ecological processes to operate an develop an appropriate environment.

Implications: Natural ecosystems cannot be managed in the sense that we manage the
artificial environment. They develop through natural processes and react to outside constraints
including the impacts of human actions. Attempts to engineer these conditions have generally
been unsuccessful. Ecosystem management more often involves managing human impacts on the
ecosystem than managing the natural environment to force it into a particular configuration.

Take, for example, efforts to create fish habitat in streams using in-stream flow structures.
In almost all cases, these efforts have failed to provide habitat over the long-term.

This principle stresses that the needed conditions would develop naturally if we moderate
the constraints on the system.

Principle 7. Ecological management is adaptive and experimental.

The complexity and variability of ecosystems argues for the idea that ecological
mznagement is inherently experimental. Our knowledge of ecosystem functions is incomplete.
More importantly, we have only recently begun to appreciate the river as an ecosystem. For most
of this century we have thought of the river as a machine that can be adapted to meet our needs.
Management of ecosystems presents special challenges to adaptive management. Ecosystem level
experiments may be impractical, infeasible or pose equity questions. We may be unwilling to
experiment with beleaguered fish and wildlife populations. Nevertheless, an explicit, directed
approach to learning is essential. Experimental management does not mean passive “learning by
doing,” but, rather a directed program aimed at understanding key ecosystem dynamics and the
impacts of human actions '

Implications: This principle argues for management that constantly experiments and
probes to better understand the ecosystem. Order to provide relevant information regarding these
factors, monitoring and evaluation need to be built into managermient programs from the round

g g prog g

up.
Principle 8. Human actions can be key factors structuring ecosystems.

Discussion: Humans are key biological component of ecosystems. Like other organisms,
humans structure and contro! their ecosystems to enhance their own needs. Unlike other
organisms, we can consciously control our actions to allow needed ecological conditions to
develop. Ecologicat principles apply to human interactions with ecosystems as much as they do
to the interactions of fish and wildlife species and the ecosystems.

It is a reasonable assumption that for most species, the ecological conditions that are most
conducive to their long-term survival and productivity are those under which they evoived.
Human impacts on ecosystems can be managed to move the system to a state that is more
compatible with the needs of other species. It is simply a question of the type of environment in
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which we choose to live and how much we are willing to limit our actions to achieve these
objectives,

Implications: These scientific principles suggest ways to view our role in ecosystems. In
highly developed ecosystems, human actions and technology will continue to dominate the
system. However, those acttons can be managed in a manner consistent with the needs of other
species. Recognizing the importance of biclogical dwersuy {principle 5) counsels against
practices that narrow the range of biological traits in a population. Developing conditions needed
by specific species is more a matter of relaxing human impacts on land and water rather than
attempting to engineer alternative environment.

1. The natural system

The river systems in a basin form a complex,, dyramic gradient from the headwater to the
mouth encompassmg terrestrial as well as aquatic features. Four critical habitat types: riverine -
(the open river), riparian (the terrestrial area adjacent to the river), hyporheic (the network of
underground habitats associated with the flow of water through sediments of the river and flood
plain beds) and terrestrial uplands, The drainage system forms a longitudinal continuum of
habitats from the headwaters to the river mouth. Four aquatic habitat variables are key: water
quality; properties of flow; geological and topographic features; and cover. They also nurture
aquatic plants, bacteria, fungi, stream substrate, and other fish.

Fragmentation and destruction of habitat can disrupt regional metapopulation
organization, leading to the collapse of core populations and isolation of remaining populatlons
In turn, this may significantly reduce population persistence and stability.

Adapted from: Development of a Regional Framework for Fish and Wildlife Restoraiion in the
Columbia River Basin, Northwest Power Planning Council Report NWPPC 98-16.

FAHOMEVHTCC4KACPTLKLTR. WFD
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d,uol'*'" . COUNCY STATE OF WASHINGTON

ET—’A?QTMENT OF COMMUNITY, TRADE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation

420 Golf Club Road SE, Suite 201, Lacey * PO Box 48343 » Olympia, Washington 98504-8343 » (360} 407-0752

Fax Number (360) 407-6217
November 10, 1998

Mr. Steven W. Morrison

Thurston Regional Planning Council

2404 B Heritage Court S.W. -~
Olympia, Washington 98502 T

In future comrespondence please refer to:

Log: 111098-01-GA

Re:  Capitol Lake Adaptive Management
Plan Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

Dear Mr. Morrison:

The Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (OAHP) is in
receipt of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the above referenced
proposal. From the document, I understand that the Department of General
Administration (GA) proposes changes in management of the South, Middle, and North
Basins of Capitol Lake. '

In response, OAHP staff including Restoration Designer Stephen Mathison, State
Archaeologist Rob Whitlam, and I have reviewed the DEIS to assess impacts upon
historic and archaeciogical properties in the project vicinity. Based upon this review, I
concur with the recommendations in the DEIS pertaining to the archaeological sites in the
project vicinity. Whichever course of action is pursued, these sites should be protected.
Any ground disturbing activity should be monitored in the event archaeological resources
are discovered. ’

In regard to the historic built environment, I support alternatives which retain the open
water of at least the North Basin. As is referenced in the DEIS, the open water of Capitol
Lake is derived from the Wilder and White plan for the Capitol Campus. It is destrable to
retain the reflective value of the lake as an important expression of the Wilder & White
scheme which was based upon early 20® century planning principles. ’
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Mr. Steven W. Morrison
November 10, 1998
Page Two

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the EA. Please feel free to
contact me at (360) 407-0766 should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

"Gregbyy Griff
Comprehensive Planning Specialist

Cc: Shanna Stevenson

GAG
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NOV1g 1998 Qur New Address Is:
2400 Bristol Ct SW Ste 100
N UIN AEGIUINAL Olympia, WA 98502
- W PLAMMING COUNCIL 360-754-3588

Thurston Fax: 360-236-0941
Conservation District .

Local solutions to local problems

18 November 1998

Steven Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Ct SW#B

Olympia, WA 98502

Dear Mr. Morrison,

The Thurston Conservifion District has taken a lead role under EHSB 2496 to foster
salmon habitat recovery in the Deschutes Watershed. With this in mind, the District
Board of Supervisors would like to offer a couple of comments on the Capitol Lake
Adaptive Management Plan Draft EIS.

The mission of the Conservation District is to conserve and sustain the beneficial use
and protection of our natural resources. This means the District views salmon habitat
as the highest priority for management of Capitol Lake. However, there is insufficient

A § analysis in the draft EIS to determine which alternative, in the leng run, will provide the
best habitat for salmon. The analysis, in part, depends upon the how much emphasis is
placed on hatchery runs of chinook versus naturally spawning runs of coho, steethead,
and searun cutthroat. This question is beycnd the scope of the DEIS and unfortunately,
complicates the choice of alternative. However, we respectiully suggest that the Capitol
Lake Adaptive Management Pian Steering Committee, to the extent possible, take a

B | further look at salmon issues and choose the alternative that most favors salmon
habitat.

Secondarily, the tide gate at the entrance to Budd Inlet is clearly a fish passage
problem. The Board of Supervisors urges the Department of General Administration to

C | move forward expeditiously to solve this problem for the benefit of saimon, steelhead,
and cutthroat.

The Board of Supervisors looks forward to working with the Capitol Lake Adaptive
Management Plan Steering Committee and the Department of General Administration
to improve salmon habitax in the Deschutes Watershed.

Sincerely, :

Ao i

Doug Rushton
Vice-Chair, Board of Supervisors

6128 Capitol Blvd. * Olympia, WA « 98501-5271 ¢ Fax (206) 753-8085 * (206) 754-3588
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- Black Hills Audubon Society 1 2

P.O. Box 2524
Olvmpia. WA 93307

November 23, 1998

Steve Morrison, Sentor Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW. #B
Olympiz, WA 98502

Dear Mr. Moirison,

1 am writing on behalf of the Black Hills Audubo Society regarding the Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Statenant.
We support the Estuary Altefriative as the benefits derived from this altemarive far outweigh any benefits from the

AJ other altemnatives. By allowir.g what is now Capital Lake to rewumn to its eriginal estuarine habitat, water quality will
be improved, species will increase in diversity and abundance, the problematic Canada Goose population will resolve
as Canada Geese prefer freshwater habitat, costs of periodic dredging will be avoided, and flocding impacts may be
reduced due to the removal of the dam. The estuary option will allow the reeemergence of an environment that is

B becoming increasingly rare, and provide the oppartunity 1o experience a more dvnamic and educational environment
than the other options. The Lake Altemative provides none of these benefits while providing only 2 marginal
aesthetic quality.

There are also questions regarding the Draft EIS which was unclear on certain zoints.

C According to the Draft EIS, the cost of dredging for the Estuary Altemative was estimated as potentially equaling that
of the Lake Alternative. Dredging costs for the Estuary and Combined Estuary/Lake Alternativa were not itemized as
the dredging costs for the Lake Alternative were. How were these numbers detenmined?

D The Draft EIS anticipates increased erosional forces at the tide gate dam. railroad trestle, and along the Deschutes
Parkway. How couid this occur concurrent with the “joss of flood storage volume” anticipated by the EIS?
Conflicting statements in the EIS indicate thas abundant Canada Geese will likely decrease due to preference for

El freshwater nabitat over estuarine, yet go on to say that a Canada Goose management program is necessary for the
Estuary Alternative.

The Lake Altemative states e possibility for “an integreted aguaric vegetatior. management plan for the lake”. What
would this involve? Specifies should be included in the EIS for public serutiny.
The issue of flooding was not adequately addressed, Mitigation of potential flooding was inciuded i all but the

Gl Lake Altemative. In view of flooding events of down:own Olympia subsequent 1o the development of Capitol Lake,
the Lake Alternative should include this issue as well. Ferhaps a potential dollar cost should also be evaluated.

. Thank you for the epportunty ta respond.

Sincerely,

Regina Murray
Black Hills Audubon Society
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Black Hills Audubon Society
P.O. Box 2524
Olympia, WA 98507
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Capitol Lake Towers
1910 Evergreen Park Drive, SW
Olympia, WA 98502

Tel: 360-943-4200 o030
18 November 1998 WN22 T e
Lo NG
To: Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan Steering Committee .f\‘\-’;l;-\-\m{‘:fo '
A= LWt A
Att: Steven W. Morrison, Senior Planner

Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW #B
Olympia, WA 98502-6031

The residents of Capitol Lake Towers, a 45-Unit Condominium on Evergreen Park Drive,
S.W., Olympia, WA, are deeply concerned about alternatives that wonld destroy Capitol

Lake.

From our Condominium we have beautiful views of Capitol Lake, the State Capitol, Mt.
Rainier, Mt. Adams, Mt. St. Helens, and the Black Hills,

Please don’t destroy our picturesque Capitol Lake!
Sincerely,

%71@,&@_@(%

ﬂﬁaurice A. Click,

Chairman

Enclosures
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ARPER ASSOCIATES NOV 1 3 1998
17 Evergreen Park Lane SW VRO LU CEERUNAL
ympia, WA 98502 PLAMNING COUNCIL

November 9, 1998

Mr. Steve Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW #B
Olympia, WA 98502-6031

Mr Gary Larson, Senior Facilities Planner, State of Washington
Department of General Administration,

Division of Capitol Facilities

206 General Administration Bldg.

PO Box 41012

Olympia, WA 98504

Gentlemen:

On behalf of the residents of the Evergreen Park Association, please accept our views concerning
the alternatives for management of Capitol Lake, as presented in the October 23, 1998 Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

-{ The Executive Board of the Association met November 7,1998 and unanimously voted to support
A the "Lake Altemanve" optlon presented in the Draﬁ EIS, for the following reasons:

-.-h. GEL

This opt:on

. _maintains the rmddle and north ba.sms as a beautlful settm_g for the State Cap1tol and
Olympia

«  maintains the open-vista presenﬂy afforded to Deschutes Parkway, whxch is used everyday
by visitors, motorists, walkers, joggers, birdwatchers, photographers, bicyclists, etc.

. is an integral element of the Heritage Park plan conceived by architects White and Wilder
as part of the Capitol Campus Plan, which is nearing completion on the eastern shore of
the north basin

. maintains the 200,000 annual Chinook salmon rearing facility

. is marginally more costly than several of the other alternatives, but is simply the right thing
to do

The Executive Board authorized and made a commitment to actively lobby support for this
alternative and the necessary funding from the legislature for its implementation.

Asa spemﬁc comment on the Draft EIS, nowhere in the Executive Summary is the cost of
moving or replacing the saimon rearing fac1lny shown . Unless the salmon facility is to be
B abandoned, the costs of moving it to another locdtion shoild be #dded to all of the alternatives
cept the "Lake Alternative”. Thank you for your cons:deranon
MM_. .
erry L. arper P.E,, President
Evergreen Park Assocxanon
w/enclosure

Telephone (360) 943-6763 M FAX (360) 943-4670
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PLANN!NG COUNGIL
November 10, 1995

I
Mr Nick Cockrell
Department of General Adminisiration
P O Box 41019
Olympia, WA 98504

Dear M.r Cockrel[

I 'am responding to the arucle in the Olympian concerning removal of sediments in Capitol Lake. "
On behalf of the residents within the Evergreen Park Association, who live just west of Capitol
Lake, please accept oug views on the sediment issue.

Thave énjoyed the beauty of Capitol Lake since its early formation. Lhave also observed the
build-up of sediments in the upper and middle basins of the Lake. I am sure it was anticipated by
the designers that sediment which previously washed into Budd Inlet would instead settle in the
Capitol Lake impoundment, and would need to be removed periodically to maintain the Lake as a
lake. This same material, were it not for Capitol Lake, would need to periodically be dredged and
removed from Olympia Harbor in order to maintain the Port of Olympia shipping channel at safe
operatmg depths.

My pomt is this. Without the 5th Avenue dam and Capitol Lake, the sediment coming down the
Deschutes River ends up in Olympia Harbor and Budd Bay, and would be dredged for sluppmg
. | and navigation purposes. With the dam, the material settles into Capitol Lake, but still needs to
C be dredged in order to maintain the beauty and integrity of Capitol Lake. In either case, the
dredged material should be disposed of in a Corps of Engineers-approved deep water spoils
disposal site in Puget Sound. There are safe ways to remove and dispose of the material that will
not’harm juvenile salmon or waterfowl in the Lake.

Keeping Capitol Lake as a beautifisl, open body of water to reflect the State Capitol, City of
Olympiz, and Mt. Rainier far outweighs any.benefits of letting the Lake fill and become a marsh.
Please accept this as the views and position of the Evergreen Park Association. Thank you for
your consideration.

Sincerely,

Jerry L. Harper, P.E., President
Evergreen Park Association
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November 20, 1998

Mr. Steve Mormison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW #B
Olympia, WA 98502-6031

Dear Mr. Momison:

This letter will serve as the Millennium Carilion Association’s comments on
“The Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan - Draft Environmental Impact
Statement”, October 1998. Thank you for the opportunity to make comments
on this ambitious effort to engage the community in this dialogue about
Capitol Eake. Qur Association is siting and designing a 54-bell carillon and
slender bell tower around Capitol Lake to celebrate the past millennium and to
honor the coming millennium. As an instrument, the carillon will provide free
music to the public in Heritage Park; currently our schedule calls for the bell
tower to be complete in late 2000,

The MCA'’s perspective of the alternatives for Capitol Lake is mainly _
aesthetic: we cannot envision Heritage Park without North Capitol Lake in its
present form. For the no action and estuary alternatives, Heritage Park would
take on the ook of a lighthouse stranded inland by the shifting shoreline. For
the Lake/River Wetland and Combined Lake/Estuary alternatives, we also
believe that views of the Capitol from the west and south would be seriously
compromised. We therefore favor the Lake Alternative. We envision that
canoeists, kyakers and other boat users will use the Lake as a listening area for
the carilion. Tide flats would destroy that opportunity at afl times except
possibly at high tide and that opportunity would be fleeting. We believe that
such a perspective would also be shared by the thousands of visitors
increasingly attracted to Capitol Lake as they complete their tour of the West
Capitol Campus.

In this respect we agree with Mayor Jacobs that the setting for Capitol Lake is
urvan and that fact needs to be considered in setting the purposes for which
the Lake is to be used. The restoration of saltwater marsh seems to make
much more sense for the Nisqually Delta, a wildlife refuge in a rural setting. 1
understand that refuge managers there are also reviewing options to determine
how much of that delta is to be subject to saltwater influence. Perhaps
adaptive management for Capitol Lake should take the form of watching the
Nisqually Delta experiment before plunging too quickly into changing Capitol
Lake. Also, those who are attracted to the estuarine aesthetic have the
opportunity to enjoy that delta.



James C. Knudson
Page 2
11/20/98

In a more general vein, the EIS did not seem to address siltation, runoff and land use
' patterns upstream. Capitol Lake is the unfortunate victim of such upstream abuse, largely
B rural, or suburban, I suspect. Prevention is certainly a theme that is being heard very
loudly in the environmental community these days. 1would also suggest that each
alternative be looked at for its “reversibility™ — that is the degree to which it gives future
generations with as many choices as we have today. For example, dredging of the lake
“as we go” still allows future decision makers a lot of options. However, allowing
sedimentation to proceed over many decades, may prevent a “return” option from being .
realized because of the enormous expense of moving and disposing of so much material
at one generation’s expense.
Lastly, I did not see any attempt to determine what impact sea-level rise might have on
C | the alternatives. If the Steering Committee would liked additional information about our
project or our views, please do not hesitate to call upon us.

Sincerely yours,

99,,,_% C Kand sor—

James C. Knudson, President
The Millennium Carilion Association

cc: Mayor Bob Jacobs
Allen Miller
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LMD L ue mesAUNAL
Mr. Steve W. Morrison, Senior Planner . PLAMMING COUNCIL
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW #B
Olympia, WA 98502-6031

Dear Steve:

As President of the North Capitol Campus Heritage Park Development Association,
I submit these comments on the draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Capitol
Lake Adaptive Management Plan on behalf of the Board of Directors. In summary,
the key question to be addressed in the Capito! Lake Adaptive Management Plan is
“Should Capitol Lake be maintained as a fresh water lake?” The answer is yes.

In 1911, the architectural firm of Wilder and White created a master plan for the
Washington State Capitol Campus as part of a nation-wide design competition. Their
plan captured the imagination of the competition judges with its unique approach - a
group of symmetrically arranged buildings in a forest atop a bluff overlooking Puget
Sound, a reflective lake, and the City of Olympia. The continued maintenance of
Capitol Lake as a fresh water lake will fulfill the original vision for the Washington
State Capitol.

Significant progress has been made toward the completion of the vision since 1911.
After the buildings on the West Capitol Campus were completed and landscaping
done in the 1920s and 1930s, Capitol Lake was created by the Legislature in 1950
with the construction of a dam and tide gate along 5® Avenue. Since 1991, significant
progress has been made toward the completion of the North Capitol Campus along
the shore of Capitol Lake with the Legislature authorizing a total of $10.4 million
dollars to complete land acquisition, predesign, permitting, design, and the first phase
of the construction,

During the current 1997-1999 biennium, a portion of phase 2, the Arc of Statehood,
is being constructed. This next April 1999 the park’s new shoreline edge and the
wetland mitigation required by the environmental permits will be completed. The
aesthetic and recreational opportunities provided by Capitol Lake will be lost if the
open water concept is lost.

The state and the local community are very pleased and excited to see the vision of
Wilder & White finally take form and become a reality. The lake aiternative in the
draft Environmental Impact Statement, which maintains the open water environment
in the north and middle basins, is the only alternative which is compatible with the
ninety year plan for the Capitol Campus.

Very truly yours,

pllou Aol

Allen T. Miller, Jr.
193p

North Capitol Campus Heritage Park Development Association-
2404 Heritage Ct. S.W.#B Olympia, WA 98502-6031 360 786 5745
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Mr. Steve W. Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional .Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW #B

Olympia, Washington 98502-6031

Dear Steve:

As President of the Olympia Thurston Chamber of Commerce, I submit
these comments on the draft Environmental Impact Statement on the
Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan on behalf of the Board of
Trustees. In summary, the key question tc be addressed in the
Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan is "should Capitol Lake be
maintained as a fresh water lake?" The answer is an affirmative
yves.

In 1911, the architectural firm of Wilder & White created a master

plan for the Washington State Capitcl Campus as part of a nation-

wide design competition. Their plan captured the imagination of

the competition judges with its unique approach - a group of .
symmetrically arranged buildings in a forest atop a bluff

overlooking Puget Sound, a reflective lake, and the City of

Olympia, The continued maintenance of Capitol Lake as a fresh

water lake will fulfill the original vision for the Washington

State Capitol and downtown Olympia.

Significant progress has been made toward the completion of the
vision since 1911. After the buildings on the West Capitol Campus
were completed and landscaping done in the 1920's and 1930's,
Capitol Lake was created by the Legislature in 1950 with the
construction of a dam and tide gate along 5th Avenue. Since 1951,
significant progress has been made toward the completion of the
Nortk Capitol Campus along the shore of Capitol Lake with the
Legislature authorizing a total of $%10.4 million docllars to
complete land acquisition, predesign, permitting, design, and the
first phase of the construction.

|
OLYMPIA/THURSTON COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

P.0O. Box 1427 » Olympia. WA 93507 a 3607 357-3362 a Fax 3607 357.3376
Homepage - http://www.olympiochamber.com
£mail - Olywaccc@orcalink.com
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Mr. Steve W. Morrison, Senior Planner

Thurstor. Regicnal Planning Council TS gy
November 17, 1998 PLARMING CoUNCY -
Page 2

During the current 1967-1989 biennjum, a portion of phase 2, the
Arc of Statehood, is being constructed. This next April 1999 the
park’s new shoreline edge and the wetland mitigation regquired by
the environmental permits will be completed. Thée flood control,
aesthetic, and recreational opportunities provided by Capitocl Lake
will be lost if the open water concept is lost. Downtown Olympia
would be a much less attractive place and a less viable commercial
district skould the open water concept be destroyed.

The Chamber is very pleased and excited to see the vision of Wilder
& White finally . B take form and become a reality. The lake
alternative in the draft Environmental Impact Statement, which
maintains the open water environment in the north and middle
basins, is the only alternative which is compatible with the ninety
year plan for the Capitol Campus and downtown Olympia.

Very truly yours,

M= -

ALLEN T. MILLER, JR., President
Olympia/Thurston Chamber of Commerce

ATM:po
I:\libamm\misc\morriscn. 11t
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‘Steve Morrison - o - November 23, 1998
Senior Planner :
Thurston Regiogal Planning Council . : - .
2404 Heritage Court SW. #B ' : -
Olympia, Wa 98502 -~ : i NOV 25 1998 .
_— o ' . . D 1Y e GRUNAL -
- Re: Capitol Lake Management Plan Draft EIS . Pl ANMING COLUNCH

. ‘Dear M. Moi-:_'ison_:

. On behalf of the 526 members.of People for Puget Sound in the Thurston
.. County area, | thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS
»+ for the Capitol Lake Management Plan. We would support the selection of
either of the two estuarine options as preferred approaches for managing
.. thisarea into the next millennium;

Ecological Issues:

"As you know, the Toss of estuarine habitat in Puget Sound and the

ecosystem that it supports has been dramatic over the past 100 years: "In
many urban bays around the Sotind, the loss of physical near shore habitat © -
has been almost complete. Unfortunately, Budd Inlet is no exception. .In .~
- fact, while we lack the industrial development found on the Duwarmish and -
* the Puyallup, the destruction of estuarine habitat that accompanied the

‘damming of the Déschuites in 1951 was far rore dramatic than in these

o = other, more industrialized areas. -Both the Puyallup and-the Duwamish,
1063 capital Way So * for example, still havé native runs of Chinook_ while the runs on Percival -

- " 7 Creek are'long gone. The Duwarnish and the Puyallup still contain - -
estuarine ecosystems: The difference is, of course, that these other rivers’
still drain directly into the Sound and allow for tidal interchange. Saltwater.
marsh and mudflats are still present to a limited extent. - -

South Sound ‘Office
H . ‘

Room No. "2¢17 -

Olympiz, WA . . R ©,
" . .~ . 'Thedecision to dam the Deschutes had profound implications. In 1951,
s8507 .- . wedid notfully appreciate this; we thought we could reengineer amajor. .. - .
S A natural system and make it better. . Today we know better. Fortunately, . -
(206) "<aaiqn- - Wehavetheability to reverse the physical damage and, over time, e
- (206} 754-3277° . reestablish much of that eriginal ecosystem. - IR

© Fax 786-5054 - f1 A decision to perpetiate the current system of management would, onthe
" ° .} other hand, be as damaging as the original decision to create Capitol Lakein
A ¥ 1951. We do not feel that the Draft EIS fully addresses this issue.. The .. -
decision to continue management in this fashion has si gnificant on-going
impacts on the health of the Sound and a wide range of aquatic species. - -
- Speciés such as the Olympia Oyster, thai are struggling to survive today, -
- will face increased risk of extinction if restoration of thissort is noi A
~ . accomplished. ‘While thie benefits of restoration of estuarine habitat under -
-, the Estuarine and Estuarine / Lake options are examiined in the EIS, the on-
B going negative impacts to the overall estuarine ecosystem in Puget Sound
. § under the range of Lake optjons are not addressed. The fact that thisisa .
. programmatic, as opposed to a project, EIS makes the need for this
| avalysis even greater. We dre not looking at tmpacts that occur at ope point
in time, but over a longer period of on-going management. Thisisa _
C serious flaw in the document. We.do not believe that theseimpacts can-be -

mitigated.

.@n '
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Moreover, the EIS inaccurately characterizes ecological benefits that would result from the
Estuarine and Estuarine / Lake options. On page 4.53, the authors state that the Estuarine
options would "likely” benefit anadromous fish. The fact of the matter is that there would
be significant and definite benefits from these options including reduced threat of predation,
improved rearing habitat, and dramatically improved water quality. Even more disturbing
is the error in the following paragraph in which the authors suggest that "from a habitat
perspective, there would be little improvement" in the first 50 years following the
D introduction of saltwater. Actually, there would be immediate and significant improvement
in the number and biological production of estuarine species, including aquatic plant and
invertebrates that form the base of the food chain (J.A. Miller and C.A. Simenstad: "A
Comparative Assessment of a Natural and Created Estuarine Slough as Rearing Habitat for
Juvenile Chinook Salmon;" Estuaries, Vol. 20, p. 796-86; 1997). While it may take up to
100 years or so to fully establish all the natural characteristics of the salt water marsh and
the river system, we would see immediate re colonization of these areas by a large variety
of animals and plants. Within 1 year, much of the saltwater vegetation would become |
established and contribute to ecosystem health. With limited effort, this time frame conid
be accelerated by plantings. Dramatically increased federal and state funding for this
purpose is very likely if the next several years.

equal to the value of the habitat that would be created under the estuarine options. Thisis
clearly not the case. The tremendous productivity of the estuarine environment combined
with the rarity of these areas makes them tremendously valuable. On the other band, the
almaost sterile, highly polluted lake is not a very productive area. Nor is this type of
habitat rare or unusual. The fact that it supports non-pative fish such as carp and bass that
prey on native species should be viewed as a detriment rather than a positive aspect of this
environment. The EIS should be revised to clearly distinguish between the value of these
separate environments. In fact, a return to an estuarine system will only cause impacts on
non-pative or introduced species which should not be allowed in the Deschutes and which,
by their very nature, create imbalance in the system. In this sense, all the "impacts®
attributed to the estuarine systems are, in fact, beneficial and should not be described as
adverse. Conversely, the continued existence of non-native and introduced species under
the Lake alternatives has an on-going impact on native species which should be addressed
by this document. '

Finally, the EIS does a poor job of describing the full impacts of the water quality probiems
caused by the confined, non-flushing lake environment. Increased temperature, BOD, and
other water quality problems are not present to anywhere near the same extent in the
estuarine environment. The authors continuously use the term "brackish" water to
describe estuarine waters, which has, ironically, 2 connotation of being stagnant.

Impacts from Flooding and Dredging:

I In addition, the EIS seems to suggest that the value of the freshwater habitat in the Lake is
The issue is far more than an environmental issue, however, there are dramatic fiscal and
social impacts associated with the maintenance of Capitol Lake. The creation of the Lake
has [ead to flooding problems and thie need for dredging at a cost of tens of millions of
dollars —— problems which did not exist prior to 1951.  'Wé believe that the Estuarine
alternatives have clear advantages in respect to these issues as well.

In fact, the Estuarine / Lake alternative is the only option which will eliminate all forms of
flooding of the downtown area, both from tidal influence as well as from stormwater
H]J problems associated with the Deschutes. Given the concerns over flooding, this benefit
should be more ciearly identified with that altemative.
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In terms of dredging, there is currently no clear altemative for Lake dredge disposal. The
cost of dredging under these options will, therefore, likely be higher than anticipated. The
need to dredge Budd Inlet in the short-term is not well characterized under this document.
We do not believe it is at all clear that this will need to occur. '

Recreational Issues

Throughout the document, the authors seem to emphasize the tremendous recreational
opportunities provided by the Lake and suggest that these will be lost under an estuarine
option (see, for example, p.4.85). This is a bias which has no basis in fact. All such
references should be removed from the document. Actually the popularity of marine
recreational areas, such as Priest Point Park, exceeds the popularity of similar freshwater
recreational areas. Recent surveys and polling that we have reviewed confirm this. The
existence of mudflats and low tides twice a day do not cause people to aveid these areas.
In fact, extreme low tides often draw large numbers of people to observe exposed sea -
stars, sand dollars, and other creatures.

nothing will do more to enhance the fishery resource than the restoration of the natural
system. This approach will cause native and naturalized stocks to rebound over their
currently depressed numbers due to improvements in physical habitat and water quality.
With regard to the hatchery, it is assumed that it must be eliminated under all but the Lake
alternative. We question whether it might be maintained under the various other
alternatives. The EIS should examine the possibility of relocating the hatchery as well as
the obvious benefits to taxpayers associated with elimination of the hatchery. Isthe
hatchery cost-effective?

l As for recreational fishing opportunities, the EIS does not clearly recognize that, over time,
In terms of recreational boating, the EIS suggests that the Lake provides greater and better
opportunities for boaters. The fact of the matter is that many owners of kayaks and
canoes would much prefer to paddle in a natural environment. The current lake is viewed
by many boaters as akin to swimming pool due to the lack of overhanging vegetation and
other natural features. Restoration of the estuarine environment wouid likely increase use
of this area by many boaters. While some boaters prefer or require more open water, the
close proximity of Budd Inlet provides opportunities for these individuals.

The estuarine options will also increase the amount of vegetation and the diversity of
species, thereby increase recreational opportunities to observe wildlife. Itis no more
difficult to maintain a trail system in this environment that in a freshwater environment.

Aesthetics an_d Odor

On the matter of aesthetics and odor, we believe that the authors of the EIS have, again, a
serious bias which has no basis in fact. If the odor of low tide and the view of mudflats
were so undesirable, why do so many people flock to Percieval Landing each weekend?
Why did Anthony's Home Port recently locate a new restaurant within a few hundred feet
of the mudfiats in Budd Inlet? Why do so many people seek to own bomes on Puget
Sound? Why do those same individuals pay almost twice as much to live near saltwater
mudflats than do people who own homes near fresh water areas such as Pattison Lake?
For those who do object to low tide, it is important to keep in mind that these areas also
experience high tide twice a day.
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The odors that residents experienced prior to the construction of the Lake are now thought
to be largely associated with raw sewage that was discharged directly on to the tide flats at
M| that time.

We believe that this document in its current form gives credence to these myths about the
estuarine environment and should be adjusted accordingly.

Finally, on the matter of integration with Heritage Park. We recognize that many members
of the community are interested in maintaining the North Basin as a reflecting pool,
especially given the amount of effort that has gone into the Heritage Park project. For this
reason, we have supported the Estuarine / Lake Alternative. We believe that this is a good
compromise for those who desire to bave alake. The North Basin is what most people in
community identify as Captol Lake. We would, however, suggest that you consider

N [ several adjustments to the current alternative:

1. Curve the dam forming the western end of the reflecting pool so that it forms more of a
circular pool. Theidea is to improve aesthetics. The current alternative is very
unattractive (see attached diagram).

2. Consider a saltwater reflecting pool which experiences some tidal flushing to exchange
water and reduce water quality problems.

Thank you for considering our comments. If you have questions please feel free to contact
me at our Olympia Office (754-9177).

Yours, ‘
Bruce Wishart
Director

South Sound Office
People for Puget Sound
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From: "Knutson, Peter" <pknuts@sccd.ctc.edu>»

To: "t'Morriss@co.thurston.wa.us'" <Morriss@co.thurston...

Date: 11/23/98 4:17pm )

Subject: Capitol Lake : .

Mr. Steven Morriscn, Sr Planner
Thursten Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW #B

Olympia, WA 98502
Morriss@cec.thurston.wa.us

Dear Sir:

I am writing to express my concerns for the future management plar for

what is

now known as Capitol Lake. I write as the official representative for-
the

Puget Sound Gillnetters Associaticn. We are the largest commercial
fishing -

organization in the state.

Our preference for this plan would be to return the area to it's
rightful .
former self, the Deschutes River Estuary. The benefits to threatened
wild

salmonids and native trout by breaching the dam and allowing the return
of

natural tidal action are indisputable. Other estuary dependent wildlife
will

‘alsc benefit. The cost savings to the states taxpayers will add a much
appreciated beonus. The message to the rest of the state, and to the
Federal

Government, by returning this area closer teo it's natural state will be
one of '

good stewardship and a willingness to address habitat problems without
Federal

interference.

Again, we strongly endorse the estuary option.
Thanks,

Peter Knutson

Environmental Coordinator

Trustee
Puget Sound Gillnetters' Association

cC: "1peterknutson@home.com'? «peterknutson@home.com>
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9 4 1998 November 21, 1998

NOV
Steven W. Morrison, Senior Planner i
Thurston Regional Planning Council SLANMING COUNG!
2404 Heritage Court SW, #B

Olympia, WA 98502

Dear Mr. Morrison:

The Sasquatch Group is the local affiliate of the Sierra Club, a national conservation
organization whose mission is “to explore, enjoy, and protect the wild places of the earth” We
submit the following comments on the draft EIS for the Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan.

We believe that the Estuary Alternative has the greatest environmental benefits because it
would bring back a tidal salt marsh that was completely destroyed by the construction of the tidal
gate. According to a 1997 report by People for Puget Sound, 73% of Puget Sound’s tidal
wetlands have been desttoyed or greatly modified. Thus, preserving and restoring salt marshes
should be a high priority for Washington State. .

We realize, however, that lower Capitol Lake s intended to be a reflecting pool for the
Capitol building and a complement to Heritage Park. Therefore, we find the Estuary/Lake
Alternative acceptable, although of higher cost and less environmental benefit than the Estuary
Alternative, _

For etther of the above alternatives, serious consideration should be given to active:
restoration. Both alternatives rely on slow, natural recovery of the estuary. But we feel there
would be great public interest in hastening this process through planting of native salt marsh
species and other projects, many of which might be accomplished with volunteer labor. In
addition, if the State is willing to sink money into building a dam across Capitol Lake, shouldn’t it
be willing to fund estuary restoration?

The EIS is one of the best-organized and best-written that we have seen, and we
commend the editors for a job well done. We have a few minor comments. First, the cumulative
impacts section on water quality should consider the combined effects of each alternative on
LOTT’s plan to increase sewage treatment plant discharge into Budd Inlet. Second, the
vegetation section should consider the possible need to control purple loosestrife for the
freshwater wetland alternatives, and Spartina for the estuary alternatives. Finally, as best as we
can ascertain, there is no consensus as to whether listing of Puget Sound chinook will require a
recovery plan for the Deschutes River chincok. The EIS should be up front about this ambiguity.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely vours,

yﬂ—w?/f?, ;Z;»ZZ-»

Jeffrey R. Foster

Sasquatch Group Sierra Club
P.O.Box 474

Olympia, WA 98507
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RNING COuNey -
Tom Badger and Wendy Gerstel
1802 Pine Avenue NE
Olympia, WA 98506
(360) 754-2409

Steven Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regiona! Planning Council
2404 Heritage Courts SW #B
Olympia, WA 98502-6031
November 22, 1998

Dear Mr. Morrison and members of the steering committee,

We thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Capitol Lake Adaptive
Management Plan. After reviewing the alternatives outlined in the Executive Summary
of the draft EIS we are struck by the importance of selecting one that is projected to
improve the water resources and the fish and wildlife habitat of the Capitol Basin.
Washington residents have a responsibility, as stewards of the land, to act on our
acknowledgement that natural ecosystems are in serious trouble and in need of our
help.

It seems meaningless to list various bird, mammal, and anadromous fish species as
threatened or endangered, if we do nothing to improve the conditions in which they
must live. With the Capito! Basin we have the exciting opportunity to set an example
for environmentally progressive stewardship of public lands.

The vaive of an adaptive management plan such as this is in its concept of
progressive thinking and willingness to evolve with a growing body of scientific
knowledge. The result is an ability to tailor land management decisions to reflect a
better understanding of the workings of an ecosystem. If we say that thisis an
adaptive management plan in which we will “rely upon the best available science”,
how can we give such weight to an idea that was born 87 years ago!? Science has
progressed since then in ways that could never have been imagined by Wilder and
White. To implement their vision, built not only on the ideas of their time but also on
the ideas of an east coast metropolis, would be to ignore everything we’d learned
since then.

We would like to add the following points:
. Comments regarding the “terrible stink” of the pre-lake mud flats
disregard the fact that in the years before the lake was created, and even

A for a time after, raw sewage was discharged into the basin. 1t was
essentially an open-air septic system. In our opinion, an estuary would
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smell just as nice as the coastal smells so integral to all that keeps us
loving and living in the Puget Sound region.

. We are disturbed that the detail level of environmental analysis for this
“non-project” has been less than for a “typical project EIS". We see no
reason not to apply the highest standards for Capitol Lake/Capitol
Estuary planning. It is a long term project of environmental importance
that deserves the application of whatever scientific information is needed
to make informed land management decisions.

. Cumulative costs over the next 50-100+ years for the lake aiternative far
exceed all others. Realistically, one must project at least that far to make
the cost comparison. Twenty years out means nothing.

. Assuming we are improving our land management practices upstream,
as mandated by law, the rate of sediment accumulation in Capitol Basin
should decrease through time. Therefore, it would be mcorrect to base
eslimates on past rates.

So, as posed in the draft EIS, “Should Capitol Lake be restored to a tidal estuary?”,
we offer two strong YE S votes! When do we stop focusing on human wants and start
paying more attention to global health and the wonders that lured us all to the
Northwest.

- We urge you in your alternative selection to consider the habitat needs of our
treasured northwest fish and wildlife, and not to appeal to the short-sighted human
 aesthetic sense and perspective.

Again, we thank you again for the opportunity to comment.

T

Wendy Gerste! | Tom Badger -

Sincerely,
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NOV 2 3 1998 Ginny Broadhurst
L 3224 Lome St SE
(PR DL G | Foy VIR Olympia’ WA 98501

PUANING COUNCH

Steve Morrison _
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Ct

Olympia, WA 98502

Dear Steve: -

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the proposed changes to management of
Capital Lake. I am writing to encourage TRPC to restore the lake to estuarine habitat and
to no longer perform dredging of the lake. Long ago, the idea of a reflecting pond for the
Capital probably made sense, from an aesthetic point of view. Today when we have lost
such a tremendous amount of estuarine habitat (as much as 98% in some of Puget Sound’s
river deltas), the idea of an artificial lake with dredging needs and water quality problems
makes no sense.

Capital lake currently serves an important recreational function for local residents and
visitors. I enjoy walking the trail as much as anyone, but I would enjoy it even more if
there was a trail around a natural water body where I could get a glimpse of ecological
processes as they ought to be. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is currently considering
alternatives to the artificial freshwater wetlands that are at the Nisqually and I think this is
a similar management situation. USFWS is striving to be forward thinking, to undo an
unnatural system that requires expensive maintenance in order to increase the function and
value of that area to fish and wildlife needs. With development causing so much loss of
habitat for fish and wildlife, it is incumbent upon decision makers and the public to restore
high value habitats where possible. Capital lake is an extraordinary opportunity.

I know that it is difficult to undo what has been done and to change a place that the
community knows and loves. But these are changing times and we must have the courage
1o correct past mistakes. I believe that in the long run, local residents will also learn to
love an updated, more ecologically correct estuary.

I believe that a restored estuary will help to improve water quality by reducing the fecal
coliform counts and will also provide important habitat for fish and wildlife. Thank you
for your efforts on this important issue.

Sincerely,

G\VLW\]
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. ANMING COUNCHL

November 10, 1998

Steven W. Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW,# B
Olympia, WA 98502

v

Re: Capitol Lake Restoration
Dear Mr. Morrison:
I support the Estuary Option (Option 5) or the Estuary/Lake Option (Option 6).

- For ﬁﬁeen years or 50, I've walked around the lake four or five times a week. Also, I've fished
in the lake and years ago took mry children there to swim and use the playground facilities. It is
definitely one of the areas in Thurston County that is important to me and my family. In addition
to the obvious environmental benefits of these options, I believe that either option, but especially
the Estuary Option, would enhance the lake’s recreational and scenic attractions.

The State has passed important laws having the purpose of protecting and enhancing wetlands.
The Department of General Administration should act consistent with that purpose.

Finally, as a taxpayer I’m concerned about the continuing and substantial costs of dredging the
lake.

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on this.

Sincerely,

7513 Cooper Pomt Road NW
Olympia, WA 98502
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PLANMING COUNCIL

November 23, 1998

Capitol Lake Steering Committee
C/O Steven Morrison

Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW #B
Olympia, WA 98502-603 1

Dear Mr. Morrisan and Steering Committee Members:
I wish to add a brief statement of support for the Lake Ahernative,

I grew up in Vallejo, California, a wateriront community where the freshwater Napa River flows
into the north shore of San Francisco Bay. Sadly, over the course of 150 years of development, the
delightful aesthetic and recreational opportunities offered by this mix have been blunted by various
inept or short-sighted human building schemes.

From this experience, I find that many of the arguments in support of the Estuary alternatives have
a compelling resonance. Preserving and restoring natural, tidewater ecosystems is highly laudable.

However, this is no longer an isolated estuary for an undisturbed watershed. The lake forms the
very core of our urban community. 1am convinced that the Lake Alternative provides the best
opportunities for long-term successful management.

First, the sediment that is rapidly filing in the three basins must be dealt with. ! doubt the long-
term viability of simply “transferring” the problem from the lzke to Budd Inlet, as the Estuary

A | aiternatives would do. There must be steps we can take regionally to help reduce or mitigate the
impacts of human activity in the Deschutes/Perciva! watersheds that would also alleviate some of
the sediment concerns.

Secondly, I have heard sharply divergent views regarding flood risks in downtown Olympia.
Proponents of the Estuary argue that the dam and lake create a higher water level, thereby posing a
B | higher risk. However, it seems important to preserve the ability to control flow out of the lake via
the dam, releasing excess water into Budd Inlet when needed. The Estuary alternatives seem likely
to curtail the capacity of the system to accommodate excess water once the basins have silted up.

Finally, [ am impressed by the balance in Olympia’s waterfront, providing a successful transition
between a vibrant urban freshwater lake ringed by Heritage Park and the teeming Budd Inlet boat

C J docks and boardwalks. As far back as the original capitol campus plans, this balance has been
evident. If Vallejo’s waterfront illustrates how fragile and difficult a task this can be, Olympia’s
fepresents a sustaining vision and achievement of which we can be justifiably proud.

1 urge the Steering Committee to preserve Capital Lake.

Sincerely,
-y 'a,LQZ{n@( 2(@4
artin D. Casey
Olympia
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Julie S. Clougherty 4O I PEGIUNAL
PO Box 1631 - Olympia, WA 98507 PLAMNING COUNCIL

Steve W. Morrison and the Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan Steering Committee
Thurston Regicnal Planning Council

2404 Heritage Court SW#B

Olympia, WA 98502-6031

23 November 1998

Re: Draft EIS for Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan

Dear Mr. Morrison and Steering Committee,

T would like to comment on the future of Capitol Lake and the draft EIS plan for it. I was at the
public hearing last week and found the quality of arguments in favor of keeping the estuary
flooded as a “lake™ alarmingly short-sighted and anthropocentric. The original planners in 1911
(and some people at the hearing, apparently) were operating under an archaic attitude that all of
nature is subject to human domination, and can be subdued and made to do as humans wish, We
have proof every day that this attitude is dangerously naive as well as ecologically unsound.
Deforestation, overgrazing, and damming rivers all destroy habitat that we cannot afford to lose,
and have costly, deadly consequences to us.

Comparing higher levels of habitat destruction to one river estuary in Puget Sound may seem
extreme, but with over 90% of the Sound’s estuaries destroyed to date, we must make every
effort to restore what we can. Washington has an opportunity to set an example of progressive
decision-making based on scientific and ecological rationale, with concern for species other than
Homo sapiens. As ] said at the hearing, who but concerned bumans will speak for the voiceless
plants and animals whose very survival depends on having a place to survive? Washington must
stand firm in its commitment to saving diversity and doing the most good for the most creatures
at the lowest cost. Otherwise, we will show the world that all we care about is maintaining a so-
called “lake” for a handful of humans’ viewing pleasure, at unacceptably high costs.

Concerns about mosquitoes, odor, safety, and loss of recreation do not stand up to factual
scrutiny; in fact, they pale in comparison to the costs to endangered and other species of keeping
the estuary flooded as a “reflecting pool” for a building. What a short-sighted, selfish goal!

Finally, it is incorrect to call this matter a decision on whether to keep Capitol Lake. In reality,
the argument is over whether to restore the Deschutes River estuary. The Draft EIS clearly
outlines the feasibility of this restoration, and I urge the committee to consider the facts, not the
selfish interests of folks who live and play on the currently sterile, expensive, flooded estuary
called “Capitol Lake™. My vote: the estuary should be restored.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

lie Clougherty
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A\_%\%g WP Jotim L. Dean
ﬁﬁ* uwiﬁﬁ 1910 Evergreen Pk. Dr. 3. W,
‘Jv'dj} Olympia, Wash., 98502
J‘\:‘N\\\“‘e
fidntlemen,

In regards to the various plans to waste the State's money
te beautify the area known as Capitol Lake, I offer the following
suggestions:

1. Dredge the entire lake bed and use the s5ilt for fertilizer
where needed.
: 2. Remove the railway causway and the dam that now blocks
the ebb and flow of the daily tides.
3. Hemove the fill and buildings that noew block the free
flow of water from the presently dammed area and allow the Budd
inlet to extend to the Interstate 5 bridge amd fill.
4. Convert the waste area in the southwest to a fish hatchery.
S. Widen Deschutes Way where it has been narrowed.
6. Allow_Percival Creek to flow unimpeded into the inlet
and fill in the old fish hatchery area for use as a park or a
future municipal swimming pool and recreationm area.

These improvements would correct the fifty year o0ld mistake
of damming the free flow from the Deschutes river and allow the
Budd inlet to return to its former boundaries, except for the
I-5 corridor. These improvements might also solve the problem
of the geese's year round habitation of the area and provide
more tidal areas for the growth of Olympia oysters. Returning
the now poluted lake area into a free flushing tidal basin of
Budd inlet would also improve the natural habitat of the wild
life that the present lake arez has ruined.

Regards,
/‘
ﬂn L. _iean
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November 10, 1998

3338 Gull Harbor Rd. NE
Olympia, WA 985

To the Thurston Regional Planning Council:

I am writing to express my support for Options 5 and of the DEIS for Capitol
Lake. I especially favor Option 5. I think the greatest showcase for our
Capito] building would be a restored wetland where Capitol Lake is now.
The present lake is visually and biologically sterile as well as high
maintenance. Many Olympians walk, canoe, and fish in the wetlands
upstream from the lake-few visit Capitol Lake. For me the beauty of native
wetland plants and especially migrating salmon is a fitting and truly Pacific
Northwest setting for the Capitol.

Sincerely,

5%%

Shelley Ferer
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20 November, 1938
804 Narnia NW
Olympia, WA 985402

CAPITOL IAKE CHOICE: ESTUARY

Steve A. Morrison, Senior Planner
THURSTON REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL
2404 Heritage Court SW 4B

0l iz, WA 98502-6031
ymp . NO\l 23 1998 _
e L
: RV el NG\'-
Dear Steve Morrison, .;fqiwﬂecg :

I attended the hearing on Nov. 1&th about the various possibilities

for "developing” Capitol Lake. When I went I had no preconceived ideas
because I felt I didn't know enough about it. But as the hearing

went on, I began tc feel more and more certain that we have an oppor-
tunity now to create a real nature preserve, and not just an arti-
ficial lake, no matter how beautiful that is. It is a rare and unique
opportunity which may be more timely than we can know, to put back

the landscape in as natural a way as we can. As was pointed out,

an estuary is extremely valuable in many ways, and we are losing

these envircnments too quickly and too completely.

It's my opinicn that a naturally growing extuarial environment is
even more beautiful.than a lake. When you look at Mud Bay, even

when the tide is out, you can see reflections in the wet mud...you can
even see clouds passing by when the éky is light. The grasses ané
other native plants provide a ccnstantly changing vista of movement
ané color and grace, whereas the lake is pretty much always the same.

For the walkers - could there not be a raised wooden becardwalk through

a section of the natural growth, bringing the walkers right into the
midst of nature, in that way providing a real experience of the beauty
of nature, {(as in the DNR's Mclane Creek Nature Trail with its wetlands).
There would be small distinctive signs telling the walker what is
growing, what to look for, how birds and animals make their homes

there, and for contemplation, kenches along the way. And could not

the present walkway along the edges of the lake remain for the runners?
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ESTUARY

As one speaker said, who speaks for the wildlife? Or who speaks

fcr the plants? Many people whe enjoy walking, viewing the lake from
their homes, valuing their property because of the lake's view, and
enjoying the "grality of life" the lake provides...couldn't they also
find great pleasure in a natural setting which also provides wildlife
with a livable home? Do we not learn from the creatures toc, and
would we not be more able to observe and understand some of the
miracles of life from such a natural setting?

1f there must be.a partial lake, please try to keep it small and in
prbportian to the estuarial setting ~ and consider the shape as well
as the size.

Hopefully,

R caaa
Nancy G.B» First
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1828 27% Avenue NW - wov 25 1898
Olympia, WA 98502 e
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November 23, 1993

Steve W. Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW #B
Olympia, Washington 98502-6031

Re: Comments on Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan DEIS

Dear Mr. Morrison:

We would like to express' our support for the adoption of a longterm management plan for
Capitol Lake. In particular, we support the fifth option, or Estuary Alternative above all others.

We believe that implementation of the Estuary Alternative is consistent with habitat restoration
and recovery efforts being pursued and funded at both federal and state levels. We believe that
while White and Wilder’s 1911 plan was a good visicn at that time, it is no longer appropriate
after eight decades, given our ever-increasing knowledge of the environment, fish and wildlife
habitat needs, and the costs associated with on-going maintenance of aritificial systems.

We support the removal of the 5 Avenue dam and the return of Capitol Lake to its former
estuarine condition. We do not believe that property values or people’s enjoyment of the area
will be much diminished as estuarine waterfront anywhere in Puget Sound continues to
command high resale and tax value, and attract recreationists year round. As local residents, we

-would thoroughly enjoy the lake's return to estuary and delight in watching its restoration to its
former patural condition and its increased species diversity. We believe that this restoration
would provide ample opportunities for research, education, and outreach to the local community
and its educational institutions. We believe Olympia could serve as a model for providing the
leadership needed to take serious steps in a positive direction which help restore fish and wildlife
habitat in the Pacific Northwest.

We would also be supportive of efforts to tie the Estuary Alternative in with other habitat
restoration, trail development, and wildlife corridor development efforts. :

Lastly, given the time lag anticipated between dam removal and future dredging (100-150 years),
we would support the development of 2 fund to help ensure those costs are easily covered by
future generations, as we will be enjoying the benefits of restoration now.

Sincerely,

Tenne Yletlins
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Juestions and comments should be directed to: . , N
, ' © 'NOV 04 1998
Steven W. Morrison, Senior Planner ' | HURS 1UIN MEGIONAL
Thurston Regional Planning Council S PLANNING COUNCIL
2404 Heritage Courts SW#B - T T e — el
Olympia, WA 98502-6031 : Mrs. Alan E. Golbery
Phone: (360) 786-5480 . Fax: (360, 30 - 215t Avemie sW <m~ Ofympia, wa sisor’

Email: morriss@co.thurston.wa.us

Ysp\eaplk.fly
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Margaret R. Hellberg
112 18" Avenue S.W.
Olympia, Washington 98501

November 20, 1998 ' “Q\l q,% ki

Mr. Steve Morrison _ LA
Senior Planner

Thurston Regional Planning Council

2404 Heritage Court S.W. #B

Olympia, Washington 98502

Dear Mr. Morrison: = -

As aresident of the City of Olympia for nearly 24 years and of the South Capitol
Neighborhood for 20 years, I am writing to strongly urge the State of Washington and
affected jurisdictions to select the Lake Alternative as part of the Capitol Lake Adaptive
Management Plan. I support the Lake Alternative for the following reasons:

First, the state and the City of Olympia are investing millions of taxpayer dollars for the
construction of Heritage Park. One of the primary purposes of the new park is to fulfill
the original vision of architects Wilder and White in the 1911 Capital Campus Plan. It
links the Capital Campus with downtown Olympia and our city’s historic waterfront. A
critical element of the Wilder and White plan was to complement the park and the Capital
Campus with a reflecting pool for the State Capitol Building. If the Lake Alternative is
not selected as the preferred option, one of the primary elements of the overall plan for
Heritage Park and the Wilder and White plan will be ost. The basic concep: behind
Heritage Park was Capitol Lake. To lose it now would seriously undermine the benefits
of this important project and betray the citizens, legislators, and city leaders who worked
so hard to make it possible.

Second, Olympia has i Capitol Lake an unparalieled visual and recreatjonal asset. To
have a lzke in the middle of your city with an active fishery, surrounded by parks, and
hiking, running, and biking trails, is a significant esthetic and recreational advantage
every city would envy. To consciously eliminate that asset and replace it with a salt
marsh (and possibly one with offensive odors) would do a disservice to the thousands
residents of Olympia who enjoy daily the beauty and recreation that the lake affords.

And third, to eliminate Capitol Lake would destroy one of the most preminent visual
features in the city’s landscape — one that has become an integral part of the city’s
heritage. It became a part of our landscape when the state of Washington dammed the
Deschutes River nearly 50 years ago. It also resulted in the establishment of a freshwater
habitat conducive to a variety of marine life and wildlife that have become a fixture in

— CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT— 473



this community. It would be unconscionable to destroy these features for the
questionable benefits that may result from the other alternatives.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed Capitol Lake Plan. I hope
the state and the other affected jurisdictions realize the magnitude of the loss for this
community if Capitol Lake is destroyed. '

Sincerely,

Margaret R. Hellberg
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November 16, 1998 KOV 15‘\998
1525 Evergreén Pk. Ln. u“n ‘UNN'

Jolympia, .WA—98502 - \_;:A‘";’ mco

The Reglonal Plannlng Council 3 .
Senior Planner . L ' .
2402 Herjitage Court St. #B

.Olympla, W2 -898502 .~ v

Sir:

it seems prophetic that Capitol Lake had _

to be drained at this time, due to a . | -
problem with an upper dam. Now it is =~ - ~
glaringly evident to everyone what it -
"would "look like if an upcoming proposal’

is: allowed: . The :Heritage .Park.plan - (which’
unfortunately involved destruction of several
invaluable parking ‘lots) touts the creation
of a largey grassy area overlocking the 1lake.
It should .never overlook mud flats. :

: Slncerely,

WM"\;\_.,&M

(Wlnona Henderson)
. . vr
ce: Edltorlal Sectlon
- The Olymnlan d -
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‘IF‘ iG November 11, 1998

Steven W. Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court, S.W., #B
Olympia, Washington 98502

Re: Capitol Lake Restoration
Dear Mr. Mofrison:

Since a prior commitiment will prevent our attending‘
the November 18 public hearing, we are expressing our
support fér Option 6, Estuary/Lake Option, by mail.

We consider Capitol Lake to be one of the very special
and aesthetic features of Olympia, and we would hate

to see all of Capitol Lake disappear. We recognize

the need for restoration of some of the esturine habi-
tat, and we feel that Option 6 will accomplish that
while retaining the beauty and recreational aspects of
lower Capitol Lake. The natural estuary flowing along
its western edge toward Puget Sound will mak%e the entire
area even more appealing. We urge that there be a pro-
vision in the plan for some of the water to flow
through lower Capitol Lake to the Sound. This will
continually renew the fresh water in the lake so it will
not become a stagnant poeol.

We appreciate the opportunity to express our support of
Option 6 by mail. Thank%k you.

Sincerely yours,

p Horacek

/oo B Moraet

Sharon G. Boracek%
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Mr, Steven Mcrrison,TRPC
2404 Heritage Court SW Nc .o
Olympia, WA 985UZ2-6031
NOV 2 3 1998
R T TRV (L) ACGHIINAL -

oL ANNING COUNCH

Re: CLAMP DEIS
Dear Steve:

We would like to ofter the following thoughts for the cofficial
record: -

We strongly prefer Keeping Capitol Lake, and keeping it in a
useable state. This would include resgular dredzing 1o maintain
sutfticient depths tor recreational activities, e.g. at least six
feet of depth in the ertire middle basin.

Our reasons tor this positicn are as follows:

1. Capitol lLake is an irntegrzl part coif the state capitol campus as
designed by Wilder and White. Thus it is an imporiznt part of this
state’s heritage. It also contributes to the excexgtional! beauty of
our capitol campus.

2. Capitol Lake 1s =z central fteature ot the City of Olympia and
Thurston County. The city has grown up around it anca it is heavily
used for many purposes including boating and local festivals. It
also helps to protect the downtown {rcm fliooding.

3. Capitol Lake represents a large majority of the total puosliciy-
nvned Ireshwater shoreline in Olympla and in fact in the urpan core
=Y Trero:- oo gounty and poss.:y in ts -t irs county. Freinrzier
shoreline that is avaiilable to the public at nc cost 1is a vital
pubiic recsource.

i. The iake covers & relatively smal! zrea, and thus the potential
¥or environmental gains are quite limited as cempared with other
local areas 1like Nisqually Delta. Cur efiforte should be =zimed at
areas where there is more gain tc be made.

In summary, it seems to us that the net envircnmental gain that
wouid b= tade v fzsiroving Cfapitol lake, if any, is outweighed by
the recreztional, sa=sthetic, and {flood control benefites of
r=taining the lake.

ingerely,
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Mark Johnson
Nov 2 3 1398 422 Cushing St SW
4 THITR Lun e AL Olympia, WA 98502
PLAMNMING COUNCIL (360) 357-8590

November 22, 1998

Mr. Steve Morrison

Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW, #B
Olympia, WA 98502

Dear Mr. Morrison:

1 'would like to provide you with my comments on the management alternatives proposed for Capitol Lake. First, I
would like to thank you and the Committee for putting together such a comprehensive document. You have
provided a very thorough document that clearly explains the alternatives. Now, I wish you as much suceess in
making a decision; it won't be.easy. My recommendation to the committes, the legislature, and the citizens of
Olympia (and all taxpayers) is to go with the Lake/River Alternative (without the trap, of course). I will provide you
with several arguments supporting this position and against the other Alternatives. -

. Not that it is & sure sign of success, but the Lake/River Alternative seems to offer the best compromise between all
the competing interests < the environment, cultural and historical values, and financial costs. This alternative will
maintain the North Basin of Capitol Lake as a reflective pool for the Capitol Dome and as an integral part of
Olympia's identity. It recognizes the historic and present natural and cultural conditions in the Capitol Lake system,
According to the time lines presented, there is hardly a person now living in Olympia who will be alive when the
physical changes to Capitol Lake will be noticeable. This alternative will saves citizens tens of millions of dollars in
the immediate future and over 100 million dollars long-term compared to the other Lake Alternatives.

From a natural landscape perspective, environmental benefits of the Lake/River Alternative are significant. The
ultimate creation of a scrub/shrub and forested riverine environment in Middle Basin will lead 10 improved fish
habitat and the creation of diverse habitat for birds and other wildlife species. Water guality should improve in the
Middle and North basins as exposed sediments are replaced with vegetation; the water quality benefits of wetlands
are well documented Most existing recreation opportunities on and around the lake are not compromised and new
opportunities are created

In the long ternm, the Lake/River Alternative is the most readily "adaptable" alternative. By adopting a give-it-time
approach for the near-term it allows for any of the other alternatives to be implemented at any time, From the
physical landscape perspective, it is the most likely alternative to be successful with least amount of immediate and
ongoing manipulation. The South Basin by Tumwater's Historical Park provides an example of the expected results
of the expected lake/river interactions; the popularity of this park can offer some insight into the public's
appreciation of this kind of setting. The slow progression from lake bed to riverine environment will permit nature
to make changes when and where appropriate. ‘

Given the circumstances, the Lake/River Alternative is as close as we can hope to get to a natural ecosystem in
Capitol Lake. Irecognize that we ¢an never expect to reclaim a completely natural system in a setting as urbanized
as downtown Olympia. We also cannot, however, continne maintaining Capitol Lake as a sterile reservoir, spending
millions of dollars to fight a losing battle,

The other alternatives may have good points, but should not be considered for the following reasons:
Lake Altemnative — This should really be called the Sterile Reservoir Alternative. Although it maintains the physical
appearance of Capitol Lake as it presently exists it requires the most physical manipulation of the lake for the

immediate and long-term. It is the most expensive option proposed for the immediate and long-term. It is the least
environmentally beneficial alternative for the immediate and long-term.  And, it includes the most significant
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secondary issue - how to continue the dredging cycle and what to do with the dredge material? It should be so
obvious that the status guo has not worked that it should not ¢ven be an issue for discussion.

Estuary Alternative — This may be the most attractive alternative from an idealistic standpoint, but would be
physically and politically impossible to implement. It would entail the most radical physical change to the
appearance of Capitol Lake by turning it "from a beautiful lake to stinky mudflats." Althongh it includes the most
desired environmental outcome - restoration of historic conditions - the physical restrictions that have been placed
on what used to be the estuary at the dam, rail bridge, and I-5 would prevent an adequate exchange of sait/fresh
water to support an estuarine environment,

The present "mouth” of the Deschutes River at 5 Ave, is only a ﬁ'actmn of what it was when Capitol Lake
functioned as an estuary. The historic hydrology cannot be restored to Capitol Lake without restoring the mouth of
the river. The mouth of the river cannot be restored without taking out everything from the base of the west-side hill
to Water Street. Without a wider egress channel in the North Basin, the Deschutes River will not spread in the
classic pattern expected in the mouth of a river, and will instead remain channeled along the western shore:

Without the necessary salt/fresh water interchange, estuarine morphology and vegetation and animal communities
cannot form. -

More information is necessary on the expected hydrologic patterns associated with an estuary. 1have a hard time
believing that enough water conld make it through the dam in each tidal cycle to make a real estuary. Although this
alternative appeals to the romantic notion of returning to mother nature what is her’s. it cannot be accomplished on
Capitol Lake and we should look to more reasonable restoration alternatives.

The Lake/Estuary Alternative may elimninate some of the concems over salt/fresh water interactions in the North
Basin and retains a portion of the reflective pool for the Capitol Dome, it would require a massive amount of in-
water fill and would require extensive hydrologic engineering to maintain a freshwater pool in an area where
presently the only input is untreated stormwater from downtown Olympia. It is still unlikely that the restricted tidal
flow through the dam wonld allow for enough marine water into Capitol Lake in each tidal cycle to create and
support an estuarine environment that would extend into the Middle Basin. I believe this alternative has far too
many faults to be considered a viable compromise between the "keep it" and "leave it” sides of the issue.

Perhaps the best suggestion I can make to the committee is to apply the K.1.5.S. principle — keep it simple, please.
Do not take the attitude that just because Capitol Lake is there we have to do something with it. The Lake/River
alternative will allow us 16 sit back for a great many years and do nothing If we can control our itchy fingers for
. that long, we may well find that doing nothing for a while is the best approach. Thank you for your consideration.

O e

Mark Johnson
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Steven W, Morrison Senior Dlanner “LANNING COUNCH

Thurston Pesional Plannine Conncit

2404 Heritaoe Conrls SW R

Ohmpia Wa 985026021

DearMr. Mormmisen

Twenty eicht vears 200, we moved to Olvmpiz. immediatelv impressed with the beautv and location of

one of the city’s crown jewels. Capitol Lake. Our appreciation for this citv’s valuable asset has con-
. tinued to grow and it is one of the area’s highliehts that we like to show our visitors. new te Olvmpia.

It would be 2 maior blowto the citv's attraction shonld Capitol Lake not be retatned in it’s present form.,
We fust cannot imagine having to look at expanded wetlands, We are impressed and delighted with the
Beritape Park Plans. Please, please, do not aflow added mud flats with the accompanvine foul odors to
diminish the prospect of additional beautv for this region. '

-

We strongly support the “Lake Alternative” concept as [aid oat in Table 1-1. Capitol Lake Adaptive
Management Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Stncerely Yours
Mr. & Mrs. Ross G. Kincaid

1607 Evergreen Park Lane, SW
Olympia, WA 98502

482 — CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT—



42
NOV 2 § 1938

November 20, 1998 L OIS VI EGIVENAL
PLANMING COUNCIL

Steve W. Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW #B
Qlympia, WA 98502-6301

Re: Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan
Dear Mr. Morrison:
Please enter this letter into the public record on the above matter. We, the undersigned, wantto |

retain Capitol Lake as a lake; therefore, we want the committee to recommend the Lake
Alternative.

&

Sincerely,

Signature with Address:
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\\‘\, b CHARLES E. LINK

W) Augﬁj; W 1604 EVERGREEN PARK LANE

o\\)‘*" OO OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON 88502
\'\‘J{\‘\-{\‘\\‘\‘I

To Whom It May Concern:

. Fifty years ago the State of Washington Legislature, with
wisdom and foresight, approved legislation to create Capitol
Lake as a beautiful addition to the Capitol Campus.

Capitol Lake has proved to be an aesthetic landmark for
our State Capitol and the City of Olympia, It has been a
source of pride and enjoyment for all of its eitizens. Resi-
dents of Olympia at the time of the lake's creation recall
how delighted they were to see an end to the smelly, ugly
mud flats that prevailed prior to that time. Capitol Lake
has previded countless people recreation in the form of fishing,
boating, sailing, canceing, kyacking, hiking and jogging.

For mapiwof us, the view of Capitol Lake played an impor-
tant part of our decisions to purchase homes overlooking the
area. We willingly continue to pay increased tax assessment
for this view property.

It is reasonable to assume that the State Legislators
knew at the time of the lake's creation that there would be
. an ongoing maintenance cost as there always is in dealing
with natural resources.

To let Capitol Lzke revert to wetlands or estuary in
whole or in part would be a travesty and an unwise use of
resources., '

Heritage Park will be a great step forward. Destroy-
ing Capitol Lake is two steps backwards.

Charles E. Link
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“ﬂ\l 13 © - Parker MacCready, Ph.D.
- ___\.'n-‘-"G“- 6815 Zangle Rd. NE
ey COUN Olympia, WA 98506

(360) 956-3216
parker @ocean. washington.edu

November 8, 1998

Steve W. Morison, Senjor Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Couneil
2404 Heritage Court SW #B
Olympia, WA 68502-6031

RE: Capitol Lake Draft EIS
Mr. Morrison and others-involved in Capitol Lake planning,

T have looked at the draft EIS for the Capitol Lake Adapﬁvc Management Plan. Thank you for putting
together such a thorough choice of options for the citizens of our County and State.

I write in strong favor of the Estuary alternative, for the following reasons. Allowing the narral ebb and
flow of our tidal waters would, as the report points out, be beneficial to the water quality of the Lake area,
Currently the Lake is unusable for even wading, a constant disappointment to my four-year-cld daughter
when we visit the otherwisc-cxcellent Capitol Lake playground. Having salt water would also deter the
geese which foul the lawns there, Further, the presence of a tidal estuary in the heart of downtown
Olympia would be a beautiful affirmation of our respect for and enjoyment of the natural beauty of the
Puget Sound ecosystem.

I'am a Professor in the Physical Oceanography department at the University of Washington. I teach the
graduate class on Estuarine Circulation, and conduct estuarine research as well. Estuarine circulation is
remarkabie for its ability to continuously flush and renew the water in a bay. The flushing occurs at 2 much
greater rate than would occur due toriver flow alone, constantly bringing in ocean water at depth, mixing it
with river water and sending the mixture back to sea near the surface.

I see that concern for the smell of the mudfiats has been raised. In my many explorations of our local
intertidal areas I have never found the smell to be strong or objectionable. T think this is the result of our
relatively well-flushed general Puget Sound circulation, and the mild summer temperatures we enjoy.

T hope that you will take this tremendous opportunity to bring back to life one of the most productive and
diverse parts of our natural landscape. My daughter and I look forward to walking the natural shoreline,
wading in the warm Budd Inlet water, and walking the many raised boardwalks through the marsh which
will be certain to beautify this gem in the downtown scenery,

Finally, I think the Capito! would look best reflected in natural, clean salt water, celebrating cur position at
the head of the Sound, and accentuating our twice-daily connection with the motion of the Sun and Moon.:

Sincerely,

Brlen [lae

Parker MacCready
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- " S
Jan McKenzie nee 01 1998
lives in Lacey since 1952 TR ORI

AN .JINC‘ ’\311\“’“
e Copriol lake-

Saw when it was a marsh and river going through town

Thinks we have gone to expense of beautifying this area, perfect background for capitol - it’s
beautiful downtown, before it was very smelly

The dredging of the lake is going to be a “minor problem” expense because if all that silt goes
into the port - it will cost more money to dredge the port than it would to dredge the upper lake

Env:romnentahst ‘who likes wetlands
We’ve gone too far - maintain what we’ve got - new Heritage Park is an expense too.

If salmon did not go up stream they couldn’t get up the fails, it its put back to a river, not sure the
connection and the river and the ladders is going to let the fish proceed.

Mary
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November 17, 1998

Steven Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Pianning Conncil
2404 Heritage Court SW, #B
Olympia, WA 98502

Dear Mr, Morrison:

1 would like to ¢xpress my support for Alternatives # 5 & 6 in the DEIS of the Capitol Lake
Restoration. We have lost most of our salt-water estuaries due to development. I would like to see us
be progressive and restore one where we can (and save money in the end).

Lhave enjoyednmning,walldnganddnvmgbythedramed!akemthepastfewdays My children
also enjoyed seeing the lake in its present condition and have begged to go down there to walk
amazing to see the birds on the mud flats and I can imagine the plants recolonizing them

expenenoemresmnngwtuan&ssolhwwnmbedone 1 designed an estuary creation
n Bainbridge Island This estuary has been a wonderful success as habitat and with the
unity."'Whenever I meet someone from the istand, it seems they know of the site. Itis a
derﬁllplaceandvery alive. I'm sure that the basin that is now Capitol Lake can be the same.

nter my comments in the pubhc record. If I can be of further assistance in the restoration
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November 23, 1998

Steering Committee

Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan
c/o Steven Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court S.W. #B

Olympia, Washington 98502-6031

Dear Mr. Morsjson,

In addition 10 the public comments 1 made in favor of retaining
Capitol Lake ir both the North and Middle basins at the public hearing on
November 18, 1998, 1 would like to make the additional commenis.

After I Jeft the hearing, i1 occurred to me that no one mentioned that
Moss Lake was drained when I-5 was constructed. Moss Lazke was a very
deep lake which covered an area from approximately 14th Avenue to the
North side of the curremt I-5 bridge over Capitol Lake and was a very
popular swimming location.

At the time, Mrs. Worthington had constructed 2 homes on Hillside
Drive and 1 heme on 27th Avenue, which were on the lake. She foughi
against draining Moss Lake at the time. Afler the Jake was drained, and I-5
constructed, it was determined that it womrld have been cheaper to simply
build a bridge over Moss Lake.

Please do not drain another lake. Aesthetically, there would be no
substitute for Capitol Lake.

Very truly yours,
ﬁ(wugit 3 )
Martin D. Meyer

MDM/mm
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November 2, 1998

Steven Morrison

Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Courts SW, #B
Olympia, WA 98502-6031

Dear Steve:

I regret that I will be unable to attend the public hearing on November 18, 1998, regarding Capitol
Lake. Were I there, I would certainly want to offer comments to support the option to keep Capitol
Lake (at least between Marathon Park, Heritage Park, and the Fourth Avenue bridge) open as it is
now, rather than being filled in.

This lake is a landmark and is one of the true beauties of Olympia. It should not be allowed to be
destroyed.

I'have no strong feelings about the area of the lake north of the freeway. It can revert to its natural
condition if it will continue to cost us a fortune to keep dredging it.

Sincerely,

b

Bob Morse

1515 Lakemoor Loop
Olympia, WA 98502
(360) 943-8600
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November 22, 1998

Steve Morrison

Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW No. B
Olympia, WA 98502-6031

Dear Mr. Morrison,

* Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental study for the
.approach to managing Capitol Lake. We are writing to support the river/estuary option
for management of thfe Deschutes River and Capitol Lake. We support returning Capitol
Lake to a natural river and estuarine environment for the following reasons:

¢ Returning Capitol Lake to a natural river and estuary would be better for
aquatic life. Habitat for fish and other wildlife would be improved by maintaining a
natural river and estuarine environment. We believe that the improved health of the
fish and wildlife would also be an aesthetic improvement in the environment as well,
compared with an artificial lake that is relatively unheelthy for aquatic life and other
wildlife.

¢ A natural river and estuary would be better for water quality in the estuary and
in Budd Inlet. The recent study of water quality in Budd Inlet by LOTT showed that
the current management of Capitol Lake may be depleting dissolved oxygen in Budd
Inlet during the summer. If Capitol Lake is returned to a natural estuary, then the
dissolved oxygen in Budd Inlet would probably be improved. Also, water quality in
the natural river/estuary system would be better than in the artificial lake.

Sincerely,

6-,» Pc //e-ﬁz—:\
SRy Y

Greg and Tammy Pelletier
2939 Central ST SE
Olympia, WA 98501
phone: (360) 352-4601
e-mail: greg@halcyon.com
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Eika Petermann PLANMING COUNCIL

4018 MacAdam Court SE -
Olympia, WA 98501

November 22, 1998

Steve Morrison

Thurston Regional Planning Couneil
2404 Heritage Court SW, #B
Olympia, WA 98502-6031

Dear Mr. Morrison:

I am writing concerning the future of Capitol Lake and wish my voice to be registered in favor of
returning the lake to a river estuary if that was its original form. I am increasimgly distressed
about the negative impact our way of life has on the environment and it is obvious we humans can
not improve on nature. In fact, we fail miserably at managing it. '

In the face of the salmon crisis, I can't believe the lake option is even being considered. If
reverting to an estuary (the key word being revert) is a way to improve fish and wildlife habitat
and water quality, what is there to debate? We Olympians could be a roli model to the rest of the
state and the nation by giving back to nature instead of taking away from it all the time. If salmon
is a symbol of our state and we're worried about our "image" because of a dwindling salmon
population, what could be better for our "image” than a capitol that is more concerned with
function than fashion?

If nature had intended for Capitol Lake to be a lake, it would've been one without ihe building of
a dam and the need for dredging every two years at taxpayer expense. Let common sense prevail
and allow the lake to take back its original form.

Sincerely,

Eika Petermann
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November 22, 1858

Steve W. Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Eeritage Court SW, $B
Olympia, Washington 98502

Dear Mr. Morrison:

Since I was unable to attend the November 12th public hearing for the DEIS on
the BRdaptive

Management FPlan for Capitol Lake, I would like to provide my written comments.
I would like

to go on record as a citizen supporting the Estuary Alternative.

The reflective pool that is now Capitol Lake has outlived its original ‘desigm.
In fact, we now )

know that by changifig the natural function of the Deschutes River's estuary,
the costs far out- 4

weigh any =aesthetic' benefit that was originally planned.

By returning the lake back into an estuary, sediments for the most part will
be flushed out into the

bay. Water quality should improve since pollutants will not be trapped in the
lake.

Water Quality -

Estuarine. plants will help filter out pollutants. These saltwater-loving
plarnts will help reduce the

goose population as well. Geese prefer lawns and a lake environment.
Reducing the goose

populations will also help reduce the fecal coliform levels. .

Benefit to Fish and Wildlife -
The estuary will benefit a diversity cf birds, amphibians and other aquatics.
The kraided channel
will provide habitat for anadromous fish. While cohe and chinook are not
native tc the .
Deschutes, there are now cohc that have been introduced and that utilize areas
above the falls

"using the fish ladder as passage. In the last few years, these fish have been
decreasing in numbers.
They do nct do well in an artificial lake envircnment, especially one that
constantly has water ’
quality prcblems. However, returning the lower Deschutes to an estuary would
provide habitat
for returning salmon as well as smolts migrating ocut to saltwater.

A more diverse population of birds, amphibians, and small mammals would be

able to utilize an
estuary, making the area far more productive than it is now. This would also

provide those
property owners whoe have built in the arez an aesthetic, as well as an
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educational experience with

nature. While now there are mainly coots, mallards and geese, a large
assortment of cothker shore

birds mostly likely would breed, feed and swim within their view:

Costs -

Draining and dredging throughout the lake's life time is, and will continue to
be, extremaly costly.

The cost of not only the actual dredging, but cost of disposal of dredge
materials and loss of fish

and wildlife habitat also needs to be considered.

Natural Processes

There is also the cost to continue to deal with flooding that the lake
encourages. Sediment . s )
buildup encourages flooding. By lowering the natural ccrridor from a lake to
an estuary _

floodplain, some of.the high flows will be absorbed by the estuary.
Additicnal flows, along with

sediments will move into the bay. Higher than normal tides, during the few
times these occur, can

be controlled by lowering the gates in needed. More likely, this situation
will not be necessary

except in extreme cases.

The dredging process alsc causes stagnant organic mud to be stirred up,
releasing anaercbic

odors. The normal smell of an estuary should not be noxious! It is only when
there is either

sewage discharged directly intec the salt marsh, or when there is constant
turnover of decayed

matter that unpleasant odor is created.

In Summary, it behooves the Thurston County Plamning Council, City of Olympia
and the State

General Administration to try to repair the damages of an unknowing avision'
of the past. The ,
Governor directed the state to address anadromous fish. Capitocl Lake as it
is, does not do this, .

An estuary does. The avision' for a aCultural Resource' in a reflective pool
that is degraded is not :

mach of a cultural resource. A functioning, productive estuary right in our
mist is a far more

cultural resource. Please, I urge you to choose the Estuary Altermative.

Thank you for allowing me to respond.
Cynthia R. Pratt
5021 21st Ave. SE

Lacey, Washington 98503
360-456-4862
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1910 Evergreen Pk. Dr. S.W. #903
Olympia, WA 98502
December 5, 1998

DEC 6 9 1995

ey g

Mr. Steven W. Morrison = : s
Senior Pianner : '=1¢n2(1}57$
Thurston Regional Planning Council '
2404 Heritage Court S,W, #B

Clympia, WA 98502-6031

L I
.o v—

ATT'N: Members, Capitol Lake Alternative Management Plan
Steering Committee RE: Draft EIS and alternatives.

Dear Members:

It is completely unbelievable to me that anybne could
even consider the destruction of our beautiful Capitol Lake--
truly the jewel.of Olympia and of the State Capitol!

I am sure I am one of the few still around who remembers
exactly what the area was like before the lake was developed.
My parents would not go near that horrible smelling tide and
mud flats. The odor was so offensive noone would want to live
or even walk anywhere near it. When the tide went out it was
at its worst.

When the plan was developed to turn this offensive swamp
into a lake, noone could believe how beautiful it would turn out
to be. Without a doubt, except for our magnificient State
Capitol Building ‘itself, the lake is the most beautiful spot in
Olympia.

Don't destroy any portion of the lake to make an ugly estuary
or wetlands. If the lake is turned back into a smelly mud and tide
flats again, the property values of all property adjoining or view-
ing the lake would have to be reduced considerably with the
property taxes dropped accordingly. The cost of dredging the lake
wouldn't be nearly as much as the taxes that would be lost if the
lake is gone. The dredging costs mentioned in the impact state-
ment are highly exaggerated at one million dollars every two years.
As I recall, the lake has been dredged only twice in twenty years,
Why are we now told it must be done every two ryears, other than
to show a higher maintefiance cost - than tthe other plans proposed.
Please don't believe there will be no maintenance costs for the
other plans. Don‘*t forget the debris thrt will be ~washed down
the river and will accumulate in the swamp left where the lake

once was.

I am amazed to hear of the support that has suddenly
appeared for the estuary and wetlands alternative plans. I hope
thst you will carefully analyze the signatures of the supporters
of these plans. Are these people long-kime permanent residents,
property owners and property taxpayers? Or are_they:recent and/or
temporary residents -- students etc.who should have no imput in this

matter.
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I remember a speaker at the November 18th hearing on this
matter commenting that he could obtain the signatures of five
hundred persons against the "lake alternative". Perhaps he
has promoted a letter-writing campaign on this issue--from whom?
Students?

I feel certain the majority of permanent, long-time tax-
paying residents of Olympia support retainindgkthe lake as it is
now.All of the people I have talked with are horrified to think
that our beautiful lake could be replaced with the ugly wetlands
and estuary. However, if signatures are necessary to indicate
their support for retention of the lake, I am sure I could
easily obtain many more than 500 signatures of permanent resi-
dents of the city. :

If the students and others who want an estuary and wetilands
and wish to "erjoy" and study these conditions, they have only
to go to the Nisqually Delts where there is an abundancébf such
areas,

If any changes are made at the lake, I believe the emphasis
should be on improvements and development of additional recrea-
tional ‘usesS;such as provisions®for boat and canoce rentals,
sailing, fishing,and maybe someday further consideration of a
swimming beach area. Perhap#bne of the current experts can solve
the pellution problem.

I thank the committee for allowing our imput in connection
with this extremely important matter, which could result in the
destruction of one of OLympia's most valuakle assets.

Very truly yours,

Iucile Rohrbeck

xc: Margaret McPhee
Council member,
City of Clympia
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0\!1919931&1,5)( ROSENEKRANT?Z
N HE. & Mrs. Alex Rosenkrantz

oW UNC&#IS Eveegreen Park Lane, S.W.
pmﬂMNGOD Olympia, Wash. 98502, ’

Novenber 5, 1998,

To Whom It May Concern:

Many years ago we came to Olympia looking for a place to live.that
offered beauty and serenity. We found it in our condominium overlooking
Capitel Lake, While the purchase price was higher than other property
we could have purchased, the view of Capital Lake and the gctivities
that cccur around it captivated us. To thim day, the splendor  and
pristine nature of the Lake continue to make the higher taxes we pay
bearable,

Not oniy have we benefited from the Lake, but s0 has every citizem ¢f
Olympia. The year-round activities the Lake supporte are wondefully
varied, From leisurely strolls during lunch hours to canoe races sn
weeltenda, the Lake offers a diversity of escapes for all of us. To take
these activities away by allowing the Lake to revert to its natural
state would take the very heart out of Olympia.. It would mlso violate
the trust placed in the people of Olympis by the Washington Legislature
when it approved Capital Lake..

While people who allow nature to take it= course have a right to their
opinions, allowing these opinions to prevail in this instance would be
an unwise use of this City's most valuable rescurce. If the Lake revets
to its former state, a swamp, the City will lose a beautiful landmark.
By not preserving the Lake in its present state, people currently
vimiting the lake will be forced to go elsewhere for their leisure
activitiea.. This will deprive Olympis of important economic and
recreational benefits.

X swrp will cause a decline in the market value of the homes surroundir
the Lake, This in turn will reduce property taxes thereby reducing
the City'a econonic base,.

We strongly encourage you to rot allow the reversion of the Lake.
Flease keep the Lake as it is pow, a eplendid asset to the

Cij:y of Olympia. L/ﬂwW
/(W oL 4%’&/{/ MMW

Klex and Suzanne Rosenkrantz
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November 24, 1998

Steve Morrison

Thurston Regional Planning Commission-
2404 Heritage Court ‘
Olympia, WA 98502

Dear Mr. Mormrison:;

| understand the Thurston Regional Planning Commission is investigating the possibility
of changing the management strategy for Capitol Lake. | encourage TRPC to carefully
consider whether it is possible to restore the lake to an estuarine habitat with no further
dredging of the sediments entering the fake. If it is feasible, | would strongly support this
change. With 50 much estuarine habitat lost forever, the Capitot Lake system offers an
invaluable opportunity to regain viable estuarine habitat.

Restoring the lake to an estuary could greally increase the value and function of the area -
for fish and wildlife habitat while maintaining its recreational value. Many people live in

this region because they highly value the natural resources and ecosystems present. As
people ieam about the significance and function of the estuarine environment, they

begin to value this type of habitat more. Current issues involving water quality, water
quantity, salmon and numerous related issues make this an opportune time to seriously
investigate the options, educaie the public and take action toward restoring Capitol Lake
to an estuary.

Roche otha%‘d
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1801 Evergreen Park Drive #18

3.90_,% Olympia, WA 98502
. maph-
\@iﬁnégo\\c\\— November 20, 1998
3\
RN
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

I would like ask that Capital Lake be left in it’s present state and that it be
adequately maintained to preserve it as a lake. I offer the following reasons:

1. The Lake is an integral part of the identification of this community. Cur
downtown is linked to it as are many neighborhoods.

2. The present Lake provides recreational opportunities for many people.
Joggers, walkers, picnickers, fishers as well as many more recreation users rely
on the lake and use it year round.

3. TheLake is part of the vision for the Capital Campus. It not only reflects the
buildings but the spring trees, fall colors, and other flora and fauna.

In closing I would like to say I consider myself an environmentalist and support
creation and maintenance of natural habitats. However, T don’t see that lake falls
into this category. Dredging is a reality whether it is in the upper lake, lower lake
or Budd Inlet. We don’t have critical habitat and we aren’t harming fish. If
maintenance of any habitat is a reality why not maintain a social, civic, and
recreational site for the citizens of this community?

Thank you for the opportunity to address this issue.

Sincerely,

Carla Rutz
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4000
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P
TO: Steve Morrison, Senior Planner \”\0\‘ H‘ e é,\,‘_
Thurston Regional Planning Council uf‘a‘\ﬁ'{‘;\ O
2404 Heritage Court SW, #B oY LP‘-;;}\\\‘*

Olympia, WA 98502

Subject: Comments on draft Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on this very comprehensive DEIS.

After studying this document, the Estuarine Altermate makes the most sense of the 6
alternatives, and its advantages are apparent-solves the water quality problems, is cheaper,
with little action being required for 100-150 years. It also provides a wonderful outdoor
opportunity for the residents to enjoy the natural activity associated with an estuary.

What it avoids is spending millions of dollars every year or two for dredging costs and
eliminates the unimaginable truck traffic associated with dredging - 33 truck trips per day
for 65 days every 2 years. Imagine the future problems with permits, additional mitigation,
finding a disposal site etc.

It would also preserve an open view over the long term, and fulfill the reflecting pool
concept a good portion of the time. In addition , it would allow some time for the various
watershed plans to be put into place and have a beneficial effect on the soil erosion problem.
Perhaps that would greatly reduce the need for any saltwater dredging, or greatly minimize
it. If dredging is required, it would take place in Budd Inlet, and be done with barges and
not disrupt the community.

This option also provides some stability to the natural system, and lets it develop increasing
ecological value and increased productivity. Flooding a freshwater lake and marsh with
saltwater every year to contro} the weeds, asis currently dore, is extreme manipulation -
wonder how the Olympic mud minnows (and other critters) stand up to the effects of that
treatment.

I appreciate the chance to help in developing a long term plan.

. ly
§Zf o
Jim Schafer

" 4214 Shincke Road
Olympia WA 98506
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BEC {}1 1898 Ellen S. Silverman
T 1212 Qlympia Avenue NE
TR APAEE N ta Olympia, WA 98306
W (360) 236-0177
24 November 1998

Steven W. Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Plaaning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW, #B
Olympia, WA 98502

Dear Mr. Mortison:

I am writing you regarding the Capitol Lake Restoration Project. 1 have reviewed the options
presented at the public hearing on November 18, 1998. After careful consideration, T would like
10 recommend the Lake/Estuary Option. However, I believe further environmental studies are
indicated in order to insure a safe environment.

Aesthetically, the Lake/Estuary option is in keeping with the Puget Scund Region’s natural
beauty. Capitol Lake, though considered visually appealing, is “sterile”. This lake conld be
almost anywhere. By adopting the Lake/Estuary option, we would regionalize our “look” rather
than adopting some standardized view of Olympia’s appearance. Further, to address the
concerns of smell, we now have a sewage treatment facility which was lacking in 1511,

Currently, Capitol Lake is unsafe due 1o pollution. Further, Lakefair’s motor boat racing is less
than desirable. By adopting the Lake/Estuary option, we could offer regionally appropriate
activities such as hiking, kayaking and canoeing without the interference of pollution-making
water vessels. Further, the Lake/Estuary option offers an opportunity te assist the Governor in
carrying out the injtiative of saving the salmon.

‘The notion that people need to conguer and change their environment to suit their needs and not
those of the environment is hopelessly outdated and has environmental implications. We have
learned a great deal about manipulating the environment since 1911. I hope that by adopting the
Lake/Estuary option, we can put our knowledge to work in a way that benefits the entire
community.

Thank you for the opportunity to offer my comments.

Sincerely,

lon S Feerma.
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Rickard C. Smith

3104 10th Avenue NE
Olympia, Washington 98506 NOV 2 4 1998
November 22, 1968 S S TE

2LAMMING COUNC

TO: Steve Morrison, Sesior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW, #B
Olympia, WA 98502

Subject: Comments on draft Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on this very comprehensive DEIS.

I am in faver of the Estuarine Alternate. It solves the water quality problems and is less
costly. It also provides a wonderful outdoor opportunity for the residents to enjoy the
natural activity associated with an estuary,

What it aveids is spending millions of dollars every year or two for dredging costs and
eliminates the unimaginable truck traffic associated with dredging - 33 truck trips per day
for 65 days every 2 years. Imagine the future problems with permits, additional mitigation,
finding a disposal site etc.

It would also preserve an open view over the long term, and fulfill the reflecting pool
concept a good portion of the time. In addition , it would allow some time for the various
watershed plans to be put into place and have a beneficial effect on the soil erosion
problem. Perbaps that would greatly reduce the need for any saltwater dred ging, or greatly
minimize it. If dredging is required, it would take place in Budd Inlet, and be done with
barges and not disrupt the community.

This option also provides some stability to the natural system, and lets it develop increasing

ecological value and increased productivity. Flooding 2 freshwater lake and marsh with
saltwater every year to control the weeds, as is currently done, is extreme manipulation -
wonder how the Olympic mud minnows (and other critters) stand up to the effects of that
ireatrnent.

Sincerely

-

Rick Smith
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November 20, 1998

B
e

) 2 -1&“\:"
Capito] Lake Adaptive Management Plan $Sieering Committee or\-a\")‘g‘r_ﬂ WO
c/o Steve Morrison, Senior Planner t%\}ﬁe&\‘*

Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Count SW, #B
Olympia, WA 98502-6031

Dear Steering Committee Members;

T would first like to take this opportunity to thank you for your involvement in this very important
project. 1respect the time, energy and expr:mse you bring to the process and I appreciate your efforts.

I attended the public hearmg'last Wednesday, November 18", and I moust say 1 was surprised by the
support shown for the option to “Stay The Course™ with the plan initiated in 1911, WhileI have
tremendous respect for the accomplishments of architects White and Wifder and the Capito! Campus Plan
in general, I believe we have learned much about our relation to the natural order of the earth since that
time.

The Capitol Lake project was truly a feat of engineering when it was implemented back in the early
1950’s. And ] believe the project was in keeping with conventiconal wisdom of that time, i.¢.; we could
bend nature to our will and to please our antificially developed sense of esthetics. But this is 1998 and we
have come a long way since then. We now understand that there is a natural balance of ecosystems that
is pecessary to sustain life on earth as we know it.

There is no greater ergineer than Mother Nature, And we are beginning to understand that we must do
all we can to mitigate the damage that our errogance has wrought and move toward returning our
environment back into the capzble hands of Mother Nature. For this reason, I support returning this area
to its pre-develapment state and alfow an estuary to return.

As you debate this issue and make your recommendation, please pay careful attention to the greater view
of our natural ecosystems. This is not an issue of “Tt looks pretty” or “My property vatues will drop” or
“Our city celebrates this fake”, but rathes an issue of sustaining the natural order of nature that ultimately

sustains us all.
I thank you, once again, for your time and energy and willingness to participate in this crucial endeavor.
Smcerely,

W ndhﬁ" mﬁgwm

Wendy Sternsh
1213 Edison NE.
Olympia, WA 98506
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NOV 2 3 1998

Monday, November 23, 1998 _ °l:A{;‘fiI-?:*G Q‘_JIR; éf

To Whom It May Concern:
We wish to register our objections to any proposed changes to Capital Lake at this time.
We are among residents of the east side of Capital Lake who would be most adversely
affected. First, we generally experience, temporarily, an unpleasant odor when the lake is
drained. The idea of this on a regular, daily basis is objectable..
Second and third, when we purchased our properties on the east side, we paid a ‘premium’
" for a lake view. As a professional Realtor of more than twenty years, I can state that
. “changes to the lake will adversely affect the property values of taxpayers who live on the
east side of Capital Lake, with a view of the lake,

Thank you.

Osyly, -
P ﬁ %M-f—-a, e

M. D. Stinson

ara J. Sti
2509 Columbia Street SW
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Kaverw Strand Phone: (360) 4931552
4308 29th Avenue S.E. Lacey, Washington 98503
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A RIVER RUNS THROUGH IT
Nature. I's wonderful, isn't t? Nature walks.. nature's way...staying natural...
Bur if Capitol Lake reverts to a saltwater estuary, it won't be so wonderful.
We'll end up with a litt}e river running through complete with mud flats, mosquitoes and "natural”
vegetation taking up the excess, In short it will be ugly.
BUT A LAKE IS BETTER
At one time, folks decided to create a lake and that's what should remain. Capitol Lake needs to be
dredged, cleaned up and preserved, continuing its present role of providing a place for leisure
activity (lakeside events and the walking path) and as an esthetic complement to Heritage Park.
(Contrary to some comments I've heard, Capitol Lake is not a "cesspool.” It has fresh water
running into it continually.)
WHICH CONVERSATION?
This
"I'm glad you could visit, Uncle Fred. To the left is Capitol Lake - right near the center of town!"
Or

"I'm glad yourcould visit, Uncle Fred. Look at the ship channel to the right...No! Don't look to the
left. Oh, all right, those mud flats over there are what used to be a beautiful lake. I know it smells
funny but gee, Uncle Fred...no town is perfect...”

YOU CHOOSE

WordFPower7 @aol.com
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November 23, 1608

NOV
Steve Mornison ; ; 23 1398
Thurston Regional Planming Councii o A Y USRIy,
2404 Heritage Court S.W., No. B PLARNING COUNGIL
Olympia, WA 98502-6031
Dear Steve;

As 2 resident of the Deschutes Watershed for many years, I wish o take this opportunity to

. express my personal opinion regarding the future of Capitol Lake. I have attended some of the
public meetings and Bave reviewed the draft environmental impact statement and feel strongly
that the lower portion of Capitol Lake should be maintained 2s an open fresh water lake.

Allowing the lake to revert to 2n estuary would not best serve the public interest nor the narural
resources of the basin which are under even greater threat from declining water quality. Although
I can understand individuals and groups whe strongly back the estuary concept, I believe that if
one examines all of the environmental, social, and economic considerations they would come to
the same conclusion as 1. The estuary proposal would in time pose additional flood hazards to
our downtown cormmunity, limit the future prospects of our deep water port, displace current
recreational activities and conmmunity events to just name 2 few of the items of concem. Tn
contrast, I believe that the Nisqually Basin affords a better opporhmity for the restoration of an
estuary area with tremendous benefits.

Leaving the lower portion of the lake a fresh water lake has disadvantages as well bt would
maintain the multipurpose nature of this area while balancing the stewardship of our natural
resources. Iwould encourage the committee to at least maintain the lower portion of Capitol
Lake 2s an open fresh water lake. Jfthe gaal of our commmunity as a whole is to improve fish and
wiidlife habitat, then we should focus our efforts on the decliming water quality of this watershed,

Sincerely,

o Sdiha

Jeff Swotek

1113 North Street SE
Tumwater, WA 983501
(3601) 357-8037
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NOV 2 3 1998

N L} W L L T T8

Curtis D. Tanner vy
(k1% 2 L N
717 Puget St. NE LANHING CUuNy

Olympia, Washington 98506

November 23, 1998
Steve Morrison
Thurston Regional Council
2404 Heritage Ct.
Olympia, WA 98502

Dear Steve:

1 am writing to express my views on plans for restoration of Capitol Lake. While I understand
our community’s attachment to the lake, I also see a need to move forward on plans to restore a
significant portion of the lake to estuary conditions. Certainly the lake is a landmark which
we’ve all become accustomed to, and the possibility of change is always daunting. However, the
opportunity to restore intertidal habitat for the benefit of fish and wildlife resources makes this
difficult trade off worthwhile. The loss of mudftat and saltmarsh habitat is a well documented
problem throughout Puget Sound; restoration of Capitol Lake provides a significant opportunity
to reverse this trend.

As you know, the National Marine Fisheries Service recently proposed placing chinook salmon
on the list of animals threatened with extinction. This should serve as a wake up call to
communities throughout the State that all is not well, and difficult choices and sacrifice lie ahead
if we are to insure the survival of salmon. 1t would seem: a fitting testament to Washington’s
commitment to our natural resources to restore habitat upon which salmon and other wildlife
depend in our own "front yard". Perhaps someday when our children ask "what happened to
Capitol Lake?", we can reply that we gave it back to the fish. '

Thank you for considering these comments as you seek to resolve the difficult issue of Capitol
Lake restoration.

Stncerely,
,};M
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November 20, 1998 --‘;“”;\{.s\

by

Steve W. Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW #B
Olympia, WA 98502-6031

Re: Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan
Dear Mr. Mommison: =+

After attending the EIS Hearing and reading the executive summary we want the
public record to show that we are for the Lake Alternative. Thank you.

[

ory gad Carl K. Holman
3117 Capito
Tumwater, 98501
Cc: Chris Parsons, Councilmember
City of Tumwater
555 Israel Rd. SE
Tumwater, WA 98501
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9530 Johnson Point Rd. NE
Olympia, WA 93516 %9’%
November 22, 1998 N D A -
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Steven 'W. Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Courncil
240+ Heritage Court SW, #B
Olympia, WA 98502

Dear Mr. Morrison:

These comments are in nasponse 10 the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Capitol
Lake Adaptive Management Plan.

1 support the proposed Bstuaxy Alternative or Combined Lake/Estuary Alternative.

As you may be aware, estuarine and coastal wetlands are the most ecological diverse and serionsty
threatened wetlands on the Pacific Coast. Since Euro-American settlement, coastat urban areas have lost
90-98 percent of their estearine wetlands (DNR 1998).

One of these two options should be chosen based on saimon restoration in the Puget Sound Basin. As you
are aware, Puget Sound chinook are soon to be listed for proteciion under the ESA. Clearly described on
Table 4-6 in the DEIS, the estuary and combined lake estwary would ofier the most positive features for
salmonids and marine fish. As described in the DEIS, restoration of estuarine habitat in the lake basins
would likely benefit anadromous fish species including chinook, chum, coho, stecihead and cutthroat
trout.- High quality feeding and rearing habitat would be created through the estuarine options. Also
described in the DEIS, natural shelifish community, particularly bivalves such as clams, musseis and
oysters would also benefit.  The restoration of a natural estuarine community wonld also help decrease the
population of Canada geese that have overpopulated the present lake area. )

Based on the long-term benefits for salmonids and other species, I support the restoration of the estuarine
community. :

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely,
Lauri Vigue o

Reference

Washington State Department of Natural Resources. 1998, Our Changing Nature. Olympia. 75 pp.
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COLONEL JAMES M. WEIDNER

"
RO RN o
\\ -\6‘3 G\\' UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS (RET.
J‘,_p"‘ GO\'}“ 1310 EVERGREEN PARK LANE. S.W.
. “.3“@\\'!5 OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON 98302
¥
2 November 1998
Senior Planner Deputy Director
e Regional Planning Council Dept. of General
2404 Heritage Court St., #B Administration
Gentlemens:

I write this letter, actually a joint letter to both of you,
regarding some contemplated changes in the status of Capitol
Lake. -

Actually, my memory goes back quite a few years to when I at-
tended Lincoln Schoocl and Olympia High School. Having no
money to spend, and no television, some of us would take walks
on weekends to kill the time. Frequently, this involved
going across the railroad trestle over the slough {(mudflats
twice a day when the tide was out), and out the then railroad
tracks to the ©0lé brewery site. Once, in fact,we "borrowed" a
railroad handcar and were d&duly apprehended at our intended
destination.

With the construction of the dam at 5th Avenue, this all
changed; the float houses (and some other "houses)") were
demolished. Good riddance.

When I retired from the Marine Corps and returned home, we
lived in the South End; later, we purchased, while under con--
struction, & condominium at Percival Point. Superb view,
etc., and priced accordingly I might add. Also the taxes
reflected that, which we didn't mind, all things considered.

Now, instead of tide flats and a slough, we have a superb view
of the 1lake, the Capitol, and, when the sun shines, Mt.
Rainier. What a pleasure to see the lakeside walkers and other
various actiivities, all possible because of the lakeside
recad.

Please don't change that! Let the lake and adjacent areas
remain as is! In addition to reducing property values, it will
have a most deleteriocus effect on the scenery.

I write this letter with two "hats" on - One as a property
cowner and the other as President of +the Percival Point
Property Owners' Association.

Thank you for your consideration.
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From: "Jon. Anderson and Marty Chaney" «festuca@olywa.net>
To: "'Morriss@co.thurston.wa.us'" <Morriss®co.thurston. ..
Date: 11/22/98 12:44pm

Subjact: Testimony: Capitol Lake Adaptive Mgmt Plan EIS

Mr Steven Morrison, Sr Planner
Thursten Regional Planning Council
24C4 Heritage Court SW #B

Clympia, WA 98502
Marriss@cc.thurston.wa.us

Dear Steve,

As I was unable to attend the public hearing regarding the DEIS for the
Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan, I apprec1ate the opportunity to
comment.

I continue to strcngly support the Estuary Alternative, as the management
option that will provide the most benefits for fish, wildlife and water
quality for the residents of the Olympia area and Budd Inlet.

The original plan by White and Wilder in 1911 to have a reflecting pool for
the state capitol building, was realized in 1551, While this is a monument to
the engineering abilities cof the 1550s, it .has resulted in a water quality,
water quantity, and fisheries and wildlife habitat debacle here at the end of
the 20th century.

My reading of the several alternative management plans reaffirms my belief
that the estuary of the Deschutes River can best be managed for the needs of
the human and the fish and wildlife communities by restoring the lake to its
crigipnal, estuarine condition. Habitat for the enhanced salmon and trout
populaticns of the Deschutes River will be bettered. Estuarine habitat has
been degraded or lost throughout the Puget Sound region, and the restoration
of this habitat will provide habitat and feed for not only the salmonid
populations of the Deschutes estuary, but for the greater fish and wildlife
ecosystem of Budd Inlet and southersn Puget Sound.

My comments on the various alternatives described in the DEIS are thus:
General

I am somewhat dismayed that the only cost comparisons made were for the costs
of dredging sediment from the lake and transporting it to alternative sites.
Many costs and benefits will be acecrued with whichever alternmative is chosen.
These costs include fish and wildlife habitat losses and gains, water gquality,
facilities maintenance, and recreation.

Lake/River Wetland Without Trap Alternative
Lake/River Wetland With Trap Alternative

To maintain dredging for the "mirror pond” will be, easily, as expensive as

maintaining dredging in the current situation. I will be pleasantly surprised
if the dredging costs will be low throughout the first 50-11%5 years, as stated
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in this evaluaticn. As the middle and south basins fill in with sediment,
these unproductive mud flats and artificial "wetlands" will continue %o be

B fouled with peollutants and nutrients £rom throughout the watershed. The
freshwater wetlands will become a breeding ground for mosquitoes, 1eéding to
discomfort (if not a health hazard) for the people of Olympia. The bugs, of
course, can be mitigated by use of dangercus pesticides...

Lake Alternative

The status quo is clearly unacceptable. Capitol Lake, as the terminus of the
Deschutes River, is polluted and unhealthy. As wildlife habitat, it is
marginally useful as a roosting area for geese and sea gulls and for ducks in’
the winter. As figh habitat, it supports an artificial rearing pond for
introduced stocks of salmeon and is a great habitat for the introduced Common
Carp. Today, children cannot swim in the lake without expecting to contract
some vile disease - indeed, I must demand that my children stay out of the
water. Even when getting splashed with lake water while canceing on the lake,
I must insist that iy kids wash their hands.

The lake is expensive to maintain. The sediments have no useful applicatiom,
and must be remocved (to £ill wetlands away from the lake and enhance runaway
regional growth?). Even the current "rehabilitation" of Capitol Lake park did
not use dredged sediment in tctal, but relied on imports of the local hillside
to further fill the old estuary bed., This loss of opportunity to use the
accumulated sediments appears to have been an oversight on the part of the
Park Develcopers?

Combined Lake/Estuary Alternative

This alternative combines the worst characteristics of the existing lake
management, as well as allowing further filling of the estuary zone, and
reducing its effectiveness in providing quality habitat and water quality
benefits.,

-No Action Alternative

It would be folly to maintain the "lake", while neglecting to manage the tons
of sediment accruing from the River. Allowing the estuary to £ill in with
sediment will surely result in water guantity problems during periods of high
river flows. The estuary was not designed by nature to function as an
artificial freshwater "wetland". The uses of the estuary to human use would
not be offset by the benefits gained for fish and wildlife habitat and water
quality improvement that are expected with the Estuary Altermative. I am
skeptical c¢f -the estimate of no dredging costs necessary for the next 250

B vears with this alternative, although I have no hard information to the
contrary.

Under the heading of Earth impacts and mitigation on Table I-3, I might
suggest that the need to dredge the north and middle basins in the near future
might be reduced if sediment were to be removed now, while the "lake" basin
substrate (mud) 1is not productive. The sediment can be removed, and the costs
of the next dredging can be postponed while allowing deeper water in the
estuary for a longer time.... prolenging the usefulness of the improved
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habitat type.

Under the Water Resources impact and mitigation Table I-4, the suggestion that
*3 Canada goose management program is needed to limit their impact to water
quality* is given similar weight in the Estuary Alternative to that of the
current "lake" situation. I believe that the use of the saline estuary by
Canada Geese will be significantly lower than the curreant use of the
freshwater lake. The use of freshwater uplands by Canada geese at Nisqually
NWR is sigmnificant throughout the winter, yet goose use of the salt marsh is
minimal.

I also believe that a management plan for the geese will likely ke necessary
for any and all Rlternatives, if the current use of open, short English-style
lawn is maintained in the *Eeritage* parks. If the park management requires
lawns, the geese will continue to view the lawns as their iunch table, -and the
public will ccontinue to kave problems with their defecations..... ' '

The impacts and mitigation Table I-7, Agquatic and Wetland Vegetation, might
note that the conversion of the 'lake' to estuary would likely reduce the
current abundance of the agressive freshwater weed, Purple Loosestrife in the
lake basin.

To refer to the freshwater reflecting pocl as a *Cultural Rescurce*, as
referenced in Takle I-9 gives this structure more legitimacy than it deservas,
The reflecting pocl was a pcor idea when conceived, an idea that had not
improved when implemented, and has no current' or future redeeming value. The
reflecting pool just reflects. Other than that, it functions as a cesspool
for the nutrient overload ¢f the entire Deschutes basin.

Table I-9 also notes under impacts that there will be a loss of freshwater
plants used by the Native peoples. This is spurious! If the original
vegetation was estuarine, the Native Americans were not using freshwater
vegetation there! What has been lost by building the reservoir are the
estuarine plants and animals that sustained the Salish culture for thousands
of years. Freshwater wetland plants have been lost throughout the scouth Puget
Sound region by the filling and draining of the natural freshwater wetlands
during the conversion to ocur current land-uses.

In Table I-10, I am again dismayed about what.appears to be a "scare tactic"
statement: *Undesirable Odors*. The Olympia natives who remember the stench
of the estuary prior tc the advent of sewerage facilities are inflamed by this
concern. I would maintain that the essence of a salt marsh is healthy.

Having the habitat fiushed by the twice-daily tides, and effluent nutrients
used by the benthic organisms of a functioning estuarine wetland will no=
result in the stenches of the 183Cs.

The potentials for flooding concern me, with any of the alternmatives. While I
strongly support a return to an estuary situation, I am wondering if the
Steering Committee has considered and analyzed the potential for maintaining
the flood gates as a mechanism toc klock high tides during the few times that a
*100-year f£lood* (every few vears?) occurs during extreme high tides.

Page 2.6 RELATED ACTIVITIES - Heritage Park It seems that the planning and
construction of Heritage Park have proceeded with the intent that the status
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quo *Lake* Alternative will be the one chosen. Constructien has commenced
that may or may not have been altered with the need for considerations of
daily tidal flows if the estuary was restored. Shorelines constructed in the
park witk landfill of sediment cver gravel/rock may not be adequate to the
erosive actions of moving water.

| .

I am surprised that the Collins report (Page 2.11) recommended that it isg
better to try to clean up a problem {dredge the "lake!) rather than protect
the watershed from the harmful effects of erosion and sedimentation. This
appears to be a backward step ir the understanding and application cf land and
water conservation. Dredging would inconvenience fewer pecple in the
watershed than would the implementation of land-use provisions, and would
spread the costs of cleaning up the sediment to the entire community. What a
good deal, for those causing the problem.

Tide Gate - Page 3.2 Again, I might suggest that, even with & return to

G estuarine conditions, the tide gate might be maintained or modified to
function as a flood control mechanism during those 0-3 days each year that it
might be needed. &Ah, I see that this option is footnoted, although obliquely,
on page 3.11

Freshwater Wetland Alternatives - Pages 3.4 to 3.8 I do not like the idea,
50+ years Lence, when the basin will be £illed with stagnant mud and cattails,
and the entrarce to the wetlands from Budd Inlet will be via a several-foot
waterfall. Thkis will cause maintenance problems for the tide gate, and will
surely impede fish passage.

Combined Lake/Estuary Alternative - Pages 3.14 teo 3.17 Maintaining the
"reflecting pocl" in a smaller area will compound all of the ills of the
current "fresh" water lake into a more compact, polluted, stagnant pond
adjacent to the new *Heritage* park. Not a pretty sight.... Also, there is
ne need to add further fill vo the estuary basin to maintain the out-dated
concept of a reflecting peool.

In conclusion, I urge the govermments to fully restore the Deschutes Estuary,
H for the health and well-being of the citizens of this community and for the
health and well-being cof the fish and wildlife resources of the watershed.

Thank you.

Jonathcn D. Anderson

Fish and Wildlife Biologist
2102 Walnut Road NW
Olympia, WA 58502

The following persons have requested that their names be added to this letter
in suppecrt of restoring the Deschutes Estuary:

Linda & Lanny Carpenter
4210 Shincke Rd.
Olympia, Wa. 98506
LRossCar@aol.com

4122 — CAPITOL LAKE ADAFTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT—



Tom.Foote {(Tom is moderator of the KaOS Radio Program:

Lab II "Bird Talk" at 8:00 p.m. Wednesday nights)
The Evergreen State College

Olympia, WA $8505

{360) B66-6000 x6118

footet@elwha.evergreen. edu
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From: <LRossCar@acl.coms

To: R-PLANNING.TRPC (Morriss), Thursten.SMTP({ "governor.1., .,
Date: 11/23/98 9:42am

Subject: Capitol Lake Management FPlan

23 Novemkter 1998

Mr. Steven W. Morrisen, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Eeritage Court SW. #B

Olympia, WA 98502

Mr. Mcrrisen,

- In the matter ¢f proposed changes to the management of the lower portion of
the Deschutes River, I favor of the estuary option for the following reasons.

1) This option offers the retwrn of the highest percentage of the former
estuaries natural fvhction. .

2} This option cffers the greatest benefits to thosde species of wildlife that
are dependent ‘on estuary for part or all of their life histories.

3) This option is the least costly alternative and reguires the leagt amount
of manipulation in the future. Millions of taxpayer dollars will be saved
with this option.

Considaring the efforts of Governor Locke and the Salmon Recovery Team T
really don't see how it would be defensible to continue the current
destructive management of the Deschutes Estuary while calling for voluntary
efforts (en the part of others) to speed the recovery of our fisheries
resources. I can see the headline now "Capitol City Excuses Itself From
Salmon Recovery Efforts". The state capitol should be leading the way toward
recovery efforts and not present itself as an example of self-serving

" . unwillingnesas te contribute. The symbalism of this decision cannot be
ignored.

Thank you,
Lanny Carpenter
421¢ Shincke Rd.

Olympia, WA 28506
heme phorie # 360-438-9355
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From: Thad Curtz <curtzt@olywa.nets
To: R-PLANNING.TRPC (morriss)

Date: 11/26/98 5:23am

Subject: Capitol Lake Restoration

Dear Mr. Morrison:

I'm writing to support Option 5 or Opticn 6 of the proposals for
restoring Capitol Lake. I'm in favor of supporting salmon populations.
As a taxpayer, I'd like to see an end to the expensive endless cycle of
- dredging out the sediment the dam piles up. As a frequent walker around
the lake, either of these options would suit me fine: T,

Yours,

Thad Curtz

113 East 17th Street
Olympia, WA 98501
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From: *deenie.dudley" <deenie.dudley@olywa.net>

To: R-PLANNING.TRPC{morriss) , Thurston.SMTP {¥deenie.dud...
Date: 11/22/98 €:33pm

Subject: DEIS comment

Dear Sir:

My apologies for not contacting you sooner. I was not able to attend the
public hearing on Nov. 18th, but I have been following this issue in
newspapers and newsletters.

I would like to voice my support for Option #6. The reflecting pond in
front of the Capitol has many uses, not the least c¢f which is as a prime
"'photo shoot" location. I would hate to see us lose the beauty and
cpportunity to put the very best face on our Capitol when people come to see
ug/ take pictures for the folks "back home" (which can be anywhere in the
world). There is something to be said for appearance.

But appearance alené. is not enough reason to support this option. I believe
it will regenerate our wetland ecosystem by allowing for the continuous ebb -
and flow of salt and fresh waters into this wonderful setting. This is a
unique chance te undo some of the ecological damage we have done to the
wetlands, and show that development does not have to mean destruction., If
there is any chance to restore a salmon rxun, we must take it, anéd not just
for the children but for curselves. The salmon nurture our spiriz as well
as ouxr bodies.

I am in full sympathy with homeowners who may oppose this proposition. We
too often do things for "the common good', forgetting that it is the
individuals who take the risk of investing in an area. I fully support a
large property tax reduction for the homeowners whose view would be affected
by this plan. Depending on how the regrading and rescaping is done, they
might actually take some pride in pointing out to visitors the rejuvinating
wetlands for which they have sacrificed. The wetlands may serve as a prime
area for bird-watching or other activities that aven the homeowners would
enjoy. I hope that they will eventually be able to take some real pride in
helping to restore some of the natural balance in our area.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. P.S5. I and my family have been in

this area for several generations, I do live and work ané pay taxes in this
area, and I vote in every election for which I am eligible.
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From: <SueDonOly@acl. com>

To: R-PLANNING.TRPC (moxrriss)
Date: 11/17/98 8:4%9am
Subject: Capitol Lake

This message is to provide comment for the meeting on Wednesday, November 18
on the future of Capitol Lake, as we are unable to attend the meeting.

As residents of Thurston County we are interested in seeing as much of the
county as possible retain or be restored to a natural state. In the case of
Capitol Lake, it seems that Cption 5, allowing the Deschutes to flow freely,

and hopefully allowing the area to return to a somewhat estuarine state, is
the best option. _ - : .

The benefits of this would seem to go far beyond the environmental aspects and
would include improved .flooé control for the businesses near the lake.

It is toe bad all this did not occur before the decisions were made regarding
Heritage Park, but we can think of worse places to have a park than alcng a
truly natural setting.

Please include these comments in your consideration of this issue.

Sue Minahan

Donna Ewing

522 Titan Court SE
Olympia
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From: "Permaculture West" <permawest@olywa.net>
To: R-PLANNING.TRPC (morriss)

Date: 11/21/98 5:57pm

Subject: Capitol Water Impoundment

Dear Mr. Morrison,

1've recently become aware of the debate over the future of the Capitol
Water Impoundment {AKA Capitol Lake). As a voter in the state of WA I
would like to express my concerns over this issue. I have seen pictures of
this area befeore it was vainly altered to create a "reflecting pool" for
the capitol. Natural estuaries are one of the most beautiful environments
that grace the landscape. Aside from their essential ecological function
as water filters they also provide habitat and breeding grounds for
countless numbers cf wildlife. Wouldn't a prestine restored wetlands
refiect more on the integrity of the capitol and its inhabitants than a
manufactured water impoundment that costs the states citizens millions of
dollars to maintain in its artificial state? The management of the estuary
that once graced the foot of Budd Inlet stands as a powerful symbol of the
mindset that -has reduced the natural wonders of
this part of the world to their present state of collapse.

Please register my vote in favor of returning this former estuary to a
-state of grace.

Regards,
Kirk Hanson

Kirk Hanson

¢/0 Permaculture West

72 Mattson Rd.

Cakville, WA 398568

ph./Ex. (360) 273-7117
e-mail: permawest@clywa.net
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From: "Diane Kurzyna/Alan Reichman' <reichman@thurston. coms
To: "Steven W. Morrison® <morriss@co.thurston.wa.us>
Date: 11/8/98 8:41pm

Subject: Comments on Capitel Lake Restoration DEIS

Dear Mr, Morrison:

Regarding the above-referenced DEXS, . I support Options 5 or 6, both of
which would restcre estuarine habitat that is important to the function of
Puget Sound. Please adopt either Option 5 or 6 as the final alternative
for action to restore Capitel Lake. Thank you for your consideration of my
comments.

Sincerely,

Diane Kurzyna -

3307 Quince Street SE
Olympia, WA 985C1
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From: "Stepheén M. Langer" <nwbtsml@ix.netcom.com>
To: "Steve Morrison" <morriss@co.thurston.wa.us>
Date:* 11/17/98 10:52pm

Subject: Re: Capitol Lake

Steve:

Sorry I will not able to make the meeting tomorrow on the Capitol Lake
Restoration DEIS due to other professional committments.

But I did want to weigh in on the issue and would urge the relevant
agencies to return the area to esturine habitat which we have lost so
much of already in this area. Therefore I would urge the adoption of
Cption 5, or if necessary to maintain "Heritage Park" and the "Arc of
Statehood", Option 6. It is the least we could do to atone for the
armouring of the water's edge with cement on the east side of the lake.

Steve Langer r
3238 Lindell Road N.E.

.Olympia, WA 98506
(360) 352-9352

S. Langer, Ph.D. .
Northwest Brief Therapy Training Cente
‘1021 Legion Way :
Olympia, WA 98501-1522 USA

(360) 357-4225 FAX{360) 352-35352
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From: Cox/Lee <vision@olywa.nets
To: R-PLANNING.TRPC (morriss)
Date: 11/17/98 6:47pm

Subject: Capitol Lake Restoration
Steven,

Our family feels strongly that the lake should be zalloweé to revert to a
natural estuary. That would ke the best outcome for the lake and the
community. I believe option 5 is preferable, and optiom 6 would be a
second choice. '

Thanks for the opportunity to contribute our opinions.
Joarmne Lee . :
Ron Cox

Ry Thompson

Joanne Lee/EcocCcachingWorks
g~ 220 STATE AV NE #1444
QOLYMPIA, WA 98501
360/352.385¢6
vision@olywa.net
Everyone deserves a coach. Have you got yours?
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From: "Hans Littooy Jr. Sr." <jalittooy®@olywa.nets
To: R-~PLANNING.TRPC (morriss)

Date: 11/22/98 1:08pn

Subject: Comments to Capitol Lake EIS.

HANS A, LITTOOY, LA

6732 Alpire Drive SW

Oiympia, WA 98512
360-352~-0366

E-mail : jalittooy@olywa.net

Olympia, November 21, 1998

Steven W. Morrisen, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW, #B
Olympia, WA 98502

Deaxr Steve,

I appreciate that e-mail correspondence is accepted for responses to the
"Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan, Draft Environmental Impact
Statement".

In line with most of the testimony provided during the hearing on Thursday
night, I will provide you with my opinion for a preferred alternative. I do
not comment to the specifies of the Draft EIS.

The thorough documentatiozn, the long project horizeon of up to 150 years, and
consideration of six different alternatives is tc be commended though. It
provides for a solid decision making background. '

It is my believe that during the next century we our highegt priority will
be the life of our planet for ethical and our own survival reasons. In
consideration cf the enormous destruction and changes to the earth our
species has brought on, the direction of our activities will not only be
guided by the need to reduce impacts on the natural environment, but by the
positive restoration of our earth environment. A living earth for all
creatures should be our goal.

In this light I do not consider any altermative that is dependent on
dredging and that dces not restore a natural environment wiable. Dredging
not only is expensive in dollars, it uses enormous amounts of polluting
energy and does envircnmental damage at the *lake® location as well as speil
areas.

Thus the "Lake Alternative" is not acceptable.

The "Estuary Alternmative" is my preferred altermative. It allows for the
highest ecosystem restoration results. I expect this altermative also to be
the least costly.

If society does not change in 50 to 100 years there may be associated
dredging in Bud Inlet. However, I assume that Bud Inlet will also be
re-evaluated by that time and be allowed to naturalize. The predicted need
for Bud Inlet dredging may not pan out. It certainly should not involve
trucking of spoils as per the ZIS.
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In order to facilitate historical perspectives and the new Heritage bark, T
do consider the " Combined Lake/Estuary Alternative" an acceptable option.
The proposed dam may be a one time expense and impact.

I do suggest though that this "dam" be designed to facilitate the reflecting
pool function in a formal fashion. It may be desirable to design an
"architectural" shoreline on the pool side with man made materials and
strong lines dominating the structure. It can be made into a large
ornamental water feature of great statue. Not a semi-natural lake. The
presently suggested alignment in the illustrations does not seem acceptable
if the reflection pocl concept is to be maximized.

Last but not least; Capitol Lake is of a larger significance than loeal
interests may consider. The decision makers ought to weigh the comments by
adjacent property owners and governments against the overall good.

Also, most of us will not see the realization of altermatives that allow the
lake to restore itself to a natural ecosystem. This is truly a decisien for

future generations. . .

Sincerely,

Hang A. Littooy
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From: Shelby Majors <smajors§earthlink.net>
To: R-PLANNING.TRPC (mcrriss)

Date: 1i/14/98 7:38pm

Subject: Capitol Lake- Support Qption 5

Mr., Morrison,

I wanted tc send you a brief note stating my hopes regarding the future
management of Capitcl Lake in downtown Olympia. I regret that I will
ncet be able to attend the November 18th hearing- I am an Assistant
Supervisor for a crew under the Shorelands and Coastal Division of
Department of Ecology and my crew works on spike at Mount Rainier during.
the werk week. Hopefully you will find tkis note a suitable
replacement.

Recently the Washington State Governmment has made numerous
proclaimations regarding the situation of our dismal water quality,
destruction of watersheds, loss of shell fish and Salmonid hakitat, and
their hopes and intentions of righting such wrongs. To prove that this
is more than elequent speech writing action will have to ensue.

While our own Capitol Lake/Deschutes River in Olympia is not the
superfund site Commencement Bay, as threatening as Hanford, or as
politically 'grounded' as the Elwha River it is a chance to prove that
we are sincere in wmaking improvements in how we manage our water
resources. By opting for Option 5 of the DEIS (this includes the
breaching of the 5th Avenue dam and re-establishment of the estuary)we
would be making the appropriate steps in restorine a viable watershed
and making steps in the right direction of water management.
Furthermore, it seems only logical thac we correctly manage our

‘resources within our own capitol city. It strikes me ironic to see any
political representative atop Capitel Hill preaching how we must right
our warter management wrongs yet .fail to see hte prcblems with the
watershed they use as a backdrop.

Capitel Lake has had its fair share cf problems. Due to pollution
swimming has been prohibited and -most sane people do not fish from the
lake any longer. Mud flows off of Capitol Hill have further polluted a
system that has been given weak cfs in water flow due to the dam
structure. OCne such slope failure resulted in 200 vd3 of sediment
pallution. There has alse been sewage contamination of the Lake. One
sewage-line break resulted in the discharge 6f 6 million yd3 of ‘sewage
into Capitol Lake. Caritol Lake is no longer the beautiful reflection
lake that it has been argued to be.

I believe that restoring the Deschutes River/Budd Inlet estuary would
be a positive step in ensuring the correct management of this systen.
Option 5 is the best apprcack to the preservation of this system. =
krow that many groups will .suppert you if this path is taken.

Thanks for your time.
Sincerely,

Shelby Masjors

915 Capizeol Way &, #3
Clympia, WA. 98561
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From: Neelle Nordstrom <NORDSNN@dfw.wa.govs
To: R-PLANNIRG.TRPC {morriss)

Date: 11/16/98 11:07am

Subject: Capitol Lake Restoration

Dear Mr. Morrison, :

I just wanted to urge you tc choose management optien 5 or € for
Capitol Lake, either of which will restcre estuarire habitat to the
lower Deschutes River. I think option 5 is the best, because it is
the most natural, and will require the least amount of mairntainance,

Also, I was curious if anyone had considered how the water level
will effect the Canada goose population arcund Heritage Park.
Perhaps if the reflecting pool was gone, the geese would be less
inclined to camp out on the lawn and cover it witk excrement.

1f option & is chosen, what predictions are there for water quality?

Will people be able to swim in it, or will it be Jjust as full of algae and
carp as it is now? :;f.it becomes swimmakle, cpticn é would be an
excellent choice.

I am very excited that these twc options are keing considered, and
loock forward to hearing what the steering committee decides.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment!
Noelle Nordstrom

Noelle Hordstrom
208 17th Ave.
Olympia, WA. 58501
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From: "Dick Pelto" <peltoeeskimo.coms>

To: R-PLANNING.TRPC (morriss)

Date: 11/24/98 4:26pm

Subject: estuarine : )

Please include either of the estuarine options as preferred
approaches in the Capital Lake plan. Richard Pelto

3 .
Richard Pelto, 16629 Simonds Rd. N.E., Kenmore, 58028.
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From: "Pickett" <fraxinus@olywa.net>
To: R-PLANNING.TRPC (morriss)
Date: 11/1%/58 11:30pm

Subject: Comments on Capitcl Lake

Steven W. Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW, #B
Olympia, Wa 98502

Dear Mr. Morriscn:

I am strongly in favor of returning the "Capitel Lake" impoundment to a

" natural wetland and ticdeflat system. It is the most cost effective system
and supports the return of natural flora and fauna. So much of the Puget
Sound salt marsh systems have been lost, restoration of this drowned inlet
is of vital impeortance. Continued management of an artifieial impoundment is
not a good use of taxpayers dollars.

The following comments are alsc made in support of my position.
What exactly is .Capital Lake? It is:

1. A drowned salt marsh and mud flats, formerly an arm of Budd Inlet.

2. A reservoir, which fills up during storm runoff and floods neighboring
businesses if the tide is also high.

3, A river, filled with the materials transported from upstream, including
sediment, nutrients, and bacteria. .

4. A settling pond, capturing the sediments and nutrients that are carried
from its watershed.

5. A freshwater wetland, as it £ills up with sediments.

6. A duck pond, attractive to water fowl who like to leave bacteria-laden
deposits.

7. A boating basin, for those who den't want to go to & larger or more
attractive lake. '

B. A swimming pool, for those who don't mind dealing with 2 through 7.

9. A money sink, for collecting taxpayer funds to deal with 2 through 8.
10. A reflecting pool, for the vanity of politicians.

Paul Pickett

4040 Gull Harbor Road
Clympia, WA 98506
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From: <Dukealumni@aol .com:>

To: R-FLANNING., TRPC (MORRISS)

Date: 11/9/98 4:29pm

Subject: Estuary/Lake Option or Estuary Option . .

¥What I'm interested in supporting is the Estuary/Lake Cpticn. My second choice
would be the Estuary Option. I think wetland mitigation is essential, but the
small lake infront of the Capital would be really attractive as well. Thanks.

Elise M. Robinson

1434 Sunmit Lake Shore Rd., NW
Olympia, WA 958502

' B66-2029
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From: <Ritarr®@aol.com>

To: R-PLANNING.TRPC (morriss)

Date: 11/22/98 11:01pm

Subject: Capitol Lake _ . '
Hi,

I am writing as a citizen of Thurston Cournty to let you know my opinion about
Capitol Lake.

I think it should be left as it is. The lakes offers recreational
opportunities. I enjoy walking around the lake several times a week. I look
forward to the Heritage Park construction being completed so I can do that

again. -

While salmon recovery is extremely important, I think the state, county and
cities in the area need to put their scarce resources into areas that are less
urbar:. .

Thanks for the opportunity to offer input.
Rita R. Rcbison

3722 Hoadly Loop 5.E.
Tumwater, WA 928501
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From: Rudeen <bikefour@mail.tss.net>

TG : R-PLANNING.TRPC (morriss)

Date: i1/18/98 10:57pm

Subject: comments cn Capital Lake alternatives

To: Steven Mcorrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regicnal Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW, #B

Olywmpia, Wa 98502

Dear Mr. Morrison:

On my most recent weekly walk around Capital Lake, I had time to reflect
again on the various options available for its management. I'd like to
acknowledge that those making this decision face a knotty problem, and
sincerely hope that they'll choose option #5 or #6,. which would restore
estuarine functions to all or part <f the current Capital Lake basin.

Estuaries in other urban areas have bheen so heavily diked, paved and
industrialized that they are nearly irretrievable -- consider the Puyallup
estuary in Tacoma and the Duwamish Waterway in Seattle. But the Deschutes
River/Percival Creek Estuary, slumbering beneath fifty years of *lake-dom",
may be unique in all of Puget Sound for its potential for rescoration.
Despite its urban setting, the shoreline is mostly undeveloped and the
vegetated buffer between the built environment and the shote is genevally
quite large.

Natural resource management practices that looked good £ifty years ago are
beginning to lose their luster. Port Angeles and the folks of the Elwha
Valley know that it's time to say goodbye to Lake Aldwell and Lake Mills,
but that in deing so they'll welcome the return of salmon runs and the
delivery of vital river sediments to Ediz Hook. Residents of the Snake
River Valley are being asked to consider restoring the river and its )
functions by breaching four dams. Other communities, too, are having to
take a hard lock at rescurces in their care -- and then step up the the
plate te change management practices for the good of future generations. I
believe that we should do the same, and restore our share of Puget Sound's
lost estuaries.

Sincerely,
Shelley Kirk Rudeen

3110 NE 10th Avenue
Olympia WA 58506
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From: Bette Shultz

To: R-PLANNING.TRPC.MORRISS
Date: 11/18/98 2:13pm
Subject: Capitol Lake Restoration

Unfortunately I can not attend the public meeting tonight regarding the
' Capitol Lake Restoration project. For the record, I support Option 6.

If you have any guestions, I can be reached at 754-3360 or via email. ]
Bette Shultz :

~— CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT— 4.141



91

From: MS JEAN R SHAFFER <PHRL33A@prodigy.com>
To: R-PLANNING.TRPC (morriss) '

Date: 11/17/%8 9:41pm

Subject: hello Steve

Helloc Steve

I'm emailing you to request the General Administration steering
committeein to choose in favor of Esturine Options 5 or 6. Just so
you can place a face to a name I used to be Jean Stam.

Thanks a lot. I know you will do your best. '

Happy Holidays

Jean Shaffer
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From: Toky Thaler <louploup@wclfenex.coms
Tos R~-PLANNING.TRPC (morriss)

Date: 11/19/98 10:37am

Subject: Capitol Lake

Steven W. Morrison, Senior Planner
Thurston Regional Planning Council
2404 Heritage Court SW, #B
Olympia, Wa 98502
email: morriss@co.thurston.wa.us

November 13, 1998

I am writing because I have been informed that You are conducting an
environmental review of options for Capitol Lake on the Deschutes river.

I have been coming to Olympia for over twenty-five years. I have cften
wondered why the Degchutes River was impounded at “Capitol Lake." In the
past ‘few years, I have ncticed that the impoundment has been altered
gignificantly. There appears to be more fill around the lake.

I support returning the Deschutes River estuary to its natural condition to
the greatest extent possible. As we face a crisis in salmenid production,
it weculd be a sign of good faith for the state govermment and the City of
Olympia tc take a significant step toward restoring an estuary in the
shadow of the State Capitol.

Thank you for considering my opinior.
Sincerely,

Toby Thaler

P.O. Box 1188

Seattle, WA 981131-1188
206 223-4088
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From: <Jetheiss®@aocl . com>

To: R-PLANNING.TRPC (morriss)
Date: 11/15/98 g:17pm '
Subject: Capitel Lake Restoration

We received the mailed information on Estuary Options 5 and 6, and as longtime
residents of Olympia we would like to comment. We favor neither of these
options, Though often we support. ecological imperatives, we believe that the
recreational and esthetic benefits of leaving lower Capitol Lake cutweigh
returning the area to salt water wetlands. Particularly with current efforts
underway to make the lake a centerpiece for Olympia and an extension of the
Budd Bay waterfront an effort to release a good portion of the area te |
unattractive salt water wetland seems ill timed. The upper and lower lakes
have attracted hundreds of walkers, joggers, and cyclists and have become the
settings for festivals and picnies over the years. This area is in the middle
of town and quite urbanized. The major species for which it provides a

habitat is human. We hope it remains so. ] Jim and Barbara
Theiss amae

1115 5th Ave SW
Olympia WA 98502
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From: "melodee” cmizledemail.msin.coms>

To: R-PLANNING.TRPC (morriss)

Date: 11/20/98 7:51pm

Subject: Re: Capitol Lake Comments .

----- Original Message-----

From: melodee cmizlegemail.msn.coms .

To: morriss@co.thurston.wa.us <morriss@co.thurston.wa.uss
Date: Friday, November 20, 1998 7:13 PM

Subject: Capitol lake Comments

Dear Mr. Morrison:

I appreciate having this oppertunity to state wy opinions regarding the
cptions offered in the Adaptive Management Plan for Capitol Lake. I was born
and raised here in Olympia and have many fond memories of times spent around
Ccapitol Lake, kut mich has changed over the years, the quality of the water in
the lake has deteriorated to a point that swimming has not been safe for a
nunber of years. I also would suspect that given the problems we now face in
the envircnment, if we were making the decisien today about whether to
sacrifice a river estuary for the sake of gaining a refiecting pond there
would be much debate, and I would hope that we would see the value in
pPreserving a priceless ecosystem. I think that we need to start to consider
much mere than ourselves when we make these decisions-finaneial gain, in terms
of attracting pecple to the downtown area, and aesthetics will mean little if
we continue to alter natural systems to the point that they can no longer
function.l could see the estuary in, years to come, being used as a superb
educational tcol and, contrary to the views expressed by many at the Public
Hearing, the area could retain recreational value, albeit slightly altered
than at presenmt, in forms similar to those of the Nisqually Wildlife Refuge.
Let's take this opécrtunity to allow the area to revert back te a tidal
estuary, .

Thank you for your time.
Keith P. Vandeman
3821 Hoffman Ct. SE

Olympia, WA 98501
Ph. 923-1754
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From: <Fawinely®aol.com>

To: R-PLANNING.TRPC (morriss)
Date: 11/20/98 4:00pm
Subject: hurrah for capitol lake!

Dear Mr. Morrison:

I am writing to add my name to the list of those who wish to see Capitol Lake
dredged as needed and maintained as the lovely addition to our city that it

is.
Thanks.

Sincerely, -
Frances A. Williamson
P.O. Box 11429
Olympia 98508
tel./fax 754-6500
fawinoly®@aol.com

4146 — CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT—



96-122

- vy b
m—— . ey~ - A SR . -
——— 0, . e e -‘"—: [ S
hrata R I e e e Bl S
vt T mme— |

= T — e - - vt ' U )
— e v — —- ..~ November 1998

dem,

[

Dear Steven Morrison:

Please make esturine restoration areality by encouraging the Capitol
- Lake Adaptive Management Plan Steering Committee to adopt its
proposed Estuary Altemative or the Combined [ake/Estuary
Alternative. - . .

These alternatives would restore critical esturine
habitat that was lost in the 1951 damning of the Deschutes
River. Co - '

We have lost too much of our ori ginal salt water habitat in .
- Puget Sound. Now is the time to restore this ecosytem.

S St
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PUBLIC HEARING

Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan
Public Hearing

Thursday, November 18, 1998

GA Auditorium, GA Bldg., First Floor
Olympia, WA

1. Welcome and Introductions

The meeting was called to order at 7:04 P.M. by Chair Grant Fredricks. Committee members and
staff were introduced.

a. Attendance

Committee: Grant Fredricks, Department of General Administration
Richard Blinn, Thurston County
Howarc Thronson, Department of Natural Resources
Jeff Dickison, Squaxin Island Tribe
Andrea Fontenot, Port of Olympia
Sara LaBorde, Department of Fish & Wildlife
Sue Mauvermann, Departinent of Ecology
Margaret McPhee, City of Olympia
Chris Parsons, City of Tumwater

Staff: Steven Morrison, TRPC
Corinne Tobeck, TRPC
Andy Stepelton, GA
Gary Larson, GA

Guests: Dale Anderson, Entranco

2. History of the Adaptive Management Plan

Steven Morrison presented a brief overview of the history of the Adaptive Management Plan and
presented a slide pictorial tour of Olympia, the Capitol Lake site and the southern end of Tumwater,
near the Old Brewery. Mr. Morrison shared slides of the Capitol Campus and lake area as it
appeared in the 1930's to current status. The slide show depicted radical changes over a period of
60 years with construction from Tumwater to the current Capitol Lake site. He noted that water
quality in Capitol Lake has been an issue for the past 20 years. He shared information about the
extensive fish program that is facilitated in Tumwater at the Falls Park and noted that Percival Creek
and Deschutes River are known to add sedimentation into Capitol Lake. He described the
sedimentation issue as a continuing problem that needs to be addressed.
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3 Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dale Anderson, Entranco, said the purpose of the EIS is to comply with state law. The non-project
EIS discloses to the public issues relating to the future management of Capitol Lake. The purpose
of the EIS is to clearly communicate the alternatives, management of the resource, evaluate impacts
of the environment, and present mitigation impacts. Mr. Anderson encouraged the public to read

the entire Draft EIS document.

4. Public Hearing

Chair Fredricks shared the public hearing protocol and limited public testimony to three minutes.
Mr. Fredricks asked that questions be clearly stated so as to allow staff to properly respond in a
concise manner. Public comment will be accepted until 5:00 P.M., Monday, November 23. The
Steering Committee will begin their discussions on the preferred alternative at their December 3
meeting, taking into consideration all public input. The Committee’s challenge is to find a balance
between all the competing views, ultimately reaching a fair and just decision on what is best for the
community.

The public hearing was declared open at 7:34 P.M.

Leonard Soenke, 3127 Moore Street S.E,, Olympia 98501 Mr. Soenke expressed concern
regarding the drainage of Capito] Lake. He suggested that drainage would result in a lot of swampy
area filled with mosquitos. He said to lose sight of this beautiful lake and have a swamp is sad. Mr.
Soenke supports the Lake 4lternative,

¢ Street S.E. mpia Mrs. Soenke expressed her support for
the Lake Alternative and protested doing away with Capitol Lake to develop wetlands. She said she
has watched the development of the lake over the years and feels it to be a very beautiful part of our
city. Ms. Soenke said she would like to see the lake remain from the railroad crossing or preferably

from the freeway crossing.

Thepdore Schultz, 1610 Evergreen Park Lane S.W., Olympia 98502 Mr. Schultz is speaking as
a resident of Olympia and as the representative of the Evergreen Park Home Owners Association.
He asked that the letter submitted to the Committee by Association President J erry Harper be made
a part of the record. He also noted that Mr. and Mrs. Rosencramps have submitted a letter for the
record, as well. Mr. Schultz stated that the Association strongly supports the Lake Aliernative as it
is presented in the DEIS. He said they believe that option is the best option because it will maintain
the beautiful setting for the Washington State Capitol that Capitol Lake now provides, and for which
it was intended. The lake, he said, will also continue the many recreational opportunities afforded

— CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT SfATEMENT— 4149



Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan
Pubiic Hearing - November 18, 1998
Page 3

by the Deschutes Parkway (i.e., walking, jogging, bicycling, etc.). The Lake Alternative will also
maintain the principle element of the Heritage Park Plan which is now being implemented and

currently under construction. Finally, the Lake Alternative it will permit the continuation of the

Chinook Salmon rearing facility in Percival Cove, Recognizing the higher cost that is involved, Mr.

Schultz-said it appears that no consideration has been given the cost of increased illumination and -
police protection activities referenced in the Plan or the cost of replacing the salmon rearing facility.

These two issues, he said, will be present in all of the alternatives except the Lake Alternative. In

closing, Mr. Schultz urged the adoption of the Lake Alternative as the preferred alternative.

im Knudsen, 6 H j W i Speaking as President of the Millenmium
Caroling Association, Mr. Knudsen said the Association is iooking at seven sites in the north campus
area. A look at the capitol setting and the capitol of our state, shows we have a unique treasure as
it relates to the aesthetics. Mr. Knudsen expressed his appreciation to the Committee for looking
at the long-term issue. He said he likes a time frame that looks =t many generations and asked if the
Committee has considered the impacts of the rise in sea level? Mr. Knudsen also asked the
Committee to look at the reversibility question. He questioned whether or not any of the suggested
alternatives block implementation of other alternatives, should we experience a change of mind?
In closing, Mr. Knudsen asked the Committee to explain the impacts of adaptive management and
asked how the Committee plans to move forward.

Mike Bahn, 6519 Tralee Court N.W,, Olympia 98502 Mr. Bahn said he is encouraged that the

option selected will be the best value for money and effort spent as opposed to least expensive. He
said his first choice is the Lake Alternarive. Mr. Bahn expressed interest in the recreational
opportunities afforded by the lake and said the lake would provide a variety of opportunities if kept
open (i.e., kyaking, boating, etc.}. He told the Committee that the geese problem is easily resolved
by changing the shoreline structure to preclude the geese from damaging it any further. He also
suggested enhancing water flow. The Committee would need to look at enhancing the facilities
along to the lake to allow people access to the water (i.e., dock area). This, he said, would result in
an enhancement to the Lake Alternative. Mr. Bahn described his segond choige as the Combined -
Estuary/Lake Aliernative. Mr. Bahn further suggested that it would not be good to have the estuary
run up and into Heritage Park. He noted, however, that the estuary will provide excellent
educational and research opportunities.

avid ¢ ert, P ox 142 pi 7 Representing the Chamber of Commerce, Mr.

Schaffert thanked Entranco for producing a readable document. He informed the Committee that
the dock in the slide presentation was built by the Chamber and said the Chamber supports the Lgke
Alternative as a means of protecting Heritage Park, providing the most public opportunities,
encouraging saimon rearing capabilities, and protecting downtown businesses from flooding issues.
Mir. Schaffert said possible liability issues for flooding do not appear to be addressed by the EIS and
suggested the Committee may want to consider that issue for other alternatives.
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604 Evergreen Park Lane S.W. mpia 98503 Mr. Link described Capitol Lake
as a source of pride for many living in Olympia, the state of Washington, and is adored by many
living all over the world. Mr. Link said he, along with a countless number of other people, have
enjoyed watching the changes to the lake that were initiated by the Legislature. Some of those
changes include: ridding the area of the mud flats and seeing the benefits to the public who enjoy a -
variety of activities such as fishing, boating, bird watching, etc. To revert back to a mud flat or
estuary, in whole, or in part, would be a tragedy, tapestry, and an unwise use of resources. Mr. Link
said Heritage Park represents one step forward, but to Jet Capitol Lake die would be two steps
backward. Mr. Link supports the Lake Alrernative.

tt Waeschle, 4811 Water Stree ia, WA 98501 Mr. Waeschle told the Committee that
he is one of the few people who live on Capitol Lake. He said he canoes and uses the lake as a
recreation facility at least once each week and that he invites a lot of his neighbors to come and enjoy
the use of the facility and lake as well. In addition to his canoeing, kvaking and rowing adventures,
Mr. Waeschle said he would like to see improved water quality on Capitol Lake that will allow
swimming, once again. Mr. Waeschle voice his support for the Lake Alternative, or at least maintain
the present situation. He said he supports the Lake Altemative and the viewpoints of many who have
already spoken. In closing, Mr. Waeschle said his ‘wife is a rower and that she would like to see that
recreational activity continue, possibly including a rowing facility at Marathon Park.

artin D. er, 219 17 Avenue S.W., Olympia 98501, Representing Trina Worthi
Himself. For Mrs. Worthington — It was the beauty of Capito] Lake and the City of Olympia, as
well as surroundings around lake that attracted her to the site on which she built her home. Ms.
Worthington paid $16,000 in real property taxes in 1998, Ms. Worthington is concerned about the
impact on her home should any alternative other than the Lake Alternative be selected. Ms.
Worthington to see the continuation of the Lake Alternative.

Mr, Meyer, speaking on his own behalf, said he was recently struck by the beauty of the lake, the
sunset, watching the leaves turning color, etc. Mr. Meyer said he grew up on the lake, played in the
woods along the shores of the lake and he now enjoys taking his children out to the lake to row over
1o Tumwater Historical Park where they enjoy playing on the playground equipment. These
pleasures would not be possible without the lake. In closing, Mr. Meyer urged the Committee to
adopt the Lake Alternative as the preferred alternative,

Paul Seahert, 4022 Rechet Court S.E,, Olympia 98501 Speaking as President of the Olympia
Downtown Association, Mr. Seabert recommended the Lake Alternative as the preferred alternative.
He stressed the importance of tying the capitol to the waterfront and the city and encouraged the
Committee to maintain the lake so it can be used as a park and complement the city,
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Kathy Qverhauser, 10640 Yelm Highway S.E., Olympia 98513 Ms. Overhauser presented the

Committee an analogy from the movie “Out of Africa” whereby she said the Deschutes River needs
to go home 1o Budd Inlet. Ms, Overhauser said she does not feel the concem for mosquitos is
appropriate here in Olympia. She believes the manmade lake was an expensive mistake and

expressed her preference for the Estuary Alternative and the replanting of native species. This, she
said, is the environmentally correct choice and we can call our festival the *Riverfair,”

Maurice A, Click, 1910 Evergreen Park Drive S.W., Olvinpia 98502 As Chairman of the Board

of the Capitol Lake Towers, a 45 unit condominium on Evergreen Park Drive, Mr. Click said the
Board id deeply concerned about the alternatives that would destray Capitol Lake. He said from the
condominiums residents enjoy a beautiful view of Capitol Lake, the state capitol, and sometimes Mt.
Rainier, Mt. Adams, Mt. St. Helens and the Black Hills. He said allowing Capitol Lake to dry up
would be inconsistent with the development of Heritage Park. In closing, Mr. Click asked the
Committee not to destroy the beautiful lake and park. The Board supports the Lake Alternative,

Jeff Dicki axin Island Tribe Mzr. Dickison commented to issues raised in the EIS that
need more clarification, rather than to a specific aiternative:

1. Flooding — the contention represented in the DEIS is that the lake/dam acts as a
flood control device. The Tribe does not believe this to be true, nor is it an accurate
depiction of the nature of the situation. The Tribe contends that the dam creates the
flooding potential. Tidal height of the bay, he said, never gets to flood height of the
river; so, if there were no dam and the river were aliowed to flow freely into the bay,
it would never be high enough to fiood downtown Olympia (notwithstanding future
sea level rising).

2. Reference was made in the DEIS to capture of adult salmon at the fish ladder at
outlet of the north basin for spawning activity. That facility is not used for that
purpose. All the spawning occurs at Tumwater Park. The facility’s use was
described inaccurately. The Tribe's principle interest is relative to fish and fish
rearing — sustaining and artificial runs of salmon need to be maintained.
Management of the lake, in the past, have resulted ini conditions and environments
not in the best interest of the fish. He said it is clear that some of the alternatives
would pose dramatic changes to the management of enhanced Chinook production
in the lake. He said it is clear some alternatives that some other mitigation strategy
would have to be proposed (i.e., construction of new facilities). One or more
activities will have to occur to maintain Chinook production in or around the lake.

3. Regarding fish references made in the DEIS. Mr. Dickison said it is bothersome to
him and the Tribe that there are a number of references made to fish in the system
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with parentheticals following that indicate that the Tribal biologist may have a
differing opinion. He said this reference attempts to subordinate the Tribe’s
management responsibility which is equal to the state’s. The Tribe and Mr.
Dickison, personally, is affronted by that representation. He said he believes more -
work is needed to accurately reflect the management regime.

Mr. Dickison, speaking personally, thanked everyone for coming to this public hearing. He said he
has been working for the Tribe for over 12 years evaluating EIS’s. Tonight’s turnout 1s the best he -
has ever seen at an EIS public hearing.

Lann enter, 4210 Shincke Roa ia 98506 Mr. Carpenter expressed his support for
the Estuary Alternative. He said an artificial freshwater empowerment is an expensive image to
maintain, both in terms of dollars and environment. Mr. Carpenter said the Deschutes River
deserves an estuary. He described the estuary at Kennedy Creek as very dynamic and interesting
place to visit, much more than looking at a body of static water that is unfit for human contact. He
said the tide comes in and goes out twice a day. When in, you have your reflecting pond and a
compromise. )

Chris Hawkins, 115 23" Avepue S.E., Olympia 98501 Mr. Hawkins said he thinks this area needs

to be managed in a way that is most cost effective with the lowest environmental impact. He also
stressed the need to look at the habitat value being provided by this area. In looking at those options,
Mr. Hawkins said he feels the Estuary Alternatives represent the preferred alternative. The estuary
option provides optimal habitat for salmon, migratory birds and wildlife. Estuaries, he said, generate
the highest bio-mass of any other system in the world. They also provide a number of other
advantages that we often take for granted, including flood control. Recognizing the complexity of
this jssue, Mr. Hawkins said he hopes those charged with the management of Capitol Lake will
continue to take an adaptive approach. He said he is convinced this is the only way to manage this
valuable resource. We are losing and have lost a great deal of our estuary and habitat throughout
Puget Sound. This, he said, is critical to the salmon species. In closing, Mr. Hawkins said he
appreciates the thoroughness of DEIS and said he doesn’t believe any of the options are necessarily
perfect, nor does he envy the Committee with the choices before them.

Lucile Rohrbeck, 1910 Evergreen Park Drive 8. W., Olympia 98503. Ms. Rohrbeck thanked
the Committee for offering the public the opportunity to express their thoughts on this matter. She
said prior to the development of Capitol Lake she felt the area was really terrible. Ms. Rohrbeck said
she wants to prevent the destruction of our beautiful Capitol Lake. She said it would be terrible to
destroy the Capito! Lake setting. In the early days this was the most harrible and smelly area with
tideflats and mudflats. The odor was very offensive. People did not want to build houses in the area
or walk in the area due to the smell. It would be criminal to let the lake go back to that again. Ms.
Rohrbeck stressed the need to get going with the restoration and bring the site back to the beauty it
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was. The best thing to do to improve the area would be to develop a swimming facility, even if a
pool needs to be installed. Also, promote other recreational activities, boating, rowing, fishing, etc.
It is ridiculous to think that any of the other alternatives wouldn’t be just as costly. Property values
will go down without lake, Ms. Rohrbeck supports the Lake dlternative.

Bob Jacobs, Mavor, City of Olympia Mr. Jacobs spoke on behalf of the City Council and

submitted written testimony for the record. He said the Council commends the State Department of
General Administration for convening the special study committee to review options to better
manage Capitol Lake. The lake is an important community focal point worthy of the attention the
Capitol Lake Management Steering Commitiee members have paid to its care since January. The
Council has reviewed the Committee’s work progress to-date and have reviewed the DEIS. Asa
result of those reviews, the Council believes the Lake Alrernative is the best choice for lake
management. The Council finds no data in the DEIS to refite the conclusion that other options
would create severe and environmental consequences for the community today and into the future.
In addition to flooding and health concemns, the Council is concerned that if non-lake options are
considered there will be a tremendous loss of the lake’s beauty. Aesthetic impacts will be most
visible and felt most strongly in Olympia’s downtowr, in Heritage Park, and in Olympia’s South
Capitol Neighborhood.

Mr. Jacobs said the Capitol Campus and Olympia’s downtown is the single integrated area that
culminates at the lake. He said Capitol lake plays a key role in linking state government with the
community in which it is located. Furthermore, its contextual fabric is urban, not rural. The lake
is physically connected to the downtown and the lake provides a visual backdrop to the downtown
area, A park is being developed to honor our Statehood along the lake’s shoreline and the
community’s most important event, Lakefair, is centered around the lake. Mr. Jacobs said that as
many American communities are attempting to bring water features to their downtowns to attract
more economic development and create a greater sense of place and community, we should not
consider returning our lake to a marsh environment.

Non-lake wetland or estuary options at this point would, in the Council’s opinion, be completely
contrary to the viable image the community is attempting to create for the downtown area and its
associated areas such as heritage Park and the South Capitol Neighborhood.

Specific impacts the Council felt could not be mitigated include:

. Park, trail and recreational impacts

. Health implications

. Downtown Olympia flooding impacts, especially flood Hability and increased erosion
of 5% Avenue

. Hydraulic and engineering impacts to the train trestle and the 4th/5th Avenue bridges
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. The water quality impacts from the lake, as they may relate to the potenual increased
LOTT discharge into Budd Inlet.

The Council, he said, reaffirms its commitment to participating as an active member on the steering
committee and it believes that through that process the management tools can be found to best
preserve the future deserved by all for Capitol Lake.

As a clarification point, Mr. Jacobs said he is spéaking to the middle and north basins and leaving
the south basin to Tumwater to comment about. He said he believes the Council would not want the

middle basin to remain as shallow as it is today.

Question: Referring to downtown Olympia flooding impacts, Jeff Dickison asked for data upon
which the Council’s comments were based and how those impacts are affected by lake management.

Response: The Council’s comments refer to data in the DEIS. The Council has no additional
information.

Question: Referring to health implications of additional insects and other nocturnal animals (i.e.,
bats and other small crawling creatures), Mr. Dickison asked if Mr. Jacobs could be more specific
as to the health implications?

Response: Can get more information as it relates to health implications.

Question: Chris Parsons called attention to the statement that the Council finds no data in DEIS to
refute the conclusion that other options would create severe environmental consequences for the
community, today and in the future . . . what conclusions are you relating to that the other options

would create. This section is not clear.

Response: The other options create severe environmental impacts to the downtown and the Lake
Alternative does not.

Grant Fredricks said follow up to these issues can take place at the Committee level.

Dav Sp kman Mr. Sparkman said he strongly favors the Estuary or as a compromise, the

mbination Alternative with damming. He also expressed his surprise at the number
of people who are offended by the smell of mud flats.

George Darkenwald, Olympia Mr. Darkenwald said he grew up in downtown Olympia and has

vivid memories of mud flats and has very fond memories of freshwater lake after the dam was built.
As a private citizen, Mr. Darkenwald said he prefers the Lake Alternative.
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Mr. Darkenwald said his primary purpose is to speak on behalf of the North Capitol Campus
Heritage Park Development Association. He noted that a letter written by Association President
Alan Miller was hand delivered to Mr. Morrison for inclusion with the written testimony. The
organization’s desire, he said, is to maintain the Wilder and White 1911 vision for the capitol
campus, a vision which included the creation of the reflective lake in 1950. He said the state, the
city and private donors, as well as grass root citizen groups have invested numerous hours and $12
million dollars to bring this vision to completion. The Lake Alternative is the only alternative which
is compatible with the Wilder and White 1911 vision. Therefore, the Heritage Park Association
urges the Committee to adopt the Lake Alternative and to maintain Capitol Lake as a freshwater lake.

Calvin R. Lackwood, 515 Floravista Avenue N.E., Olympia 98506 A 70-year resident of

Olympia, Mr. Lockwood reflected back to 1927 at a time when his family’s livelihood was made
from raising geese. He said if you want to revert this area back to a swamp land, you will have a
major goose problem. The Lake Alternative is the better alternative. He shared his experiences
draining Manitoba Lake and adjoining swamps and said the draining problem on Columbia Street
is the result of a man-made problem, whereby the draining flood plain is higher than the tidal basmn.
He said he was in contact with the largest flyway of geese while in Manitoba (i.e., 1000's of miles
of geese breeding grounds). He said if the lake is allowed to return to swam land, the geese problem
will increase immensely. He suggested installing a triple catching basin in the south basin as
suggested by Mr. C. K. Glades, a state Architectural Engineer, a number of years ago. The
installation of such a basin, he said, would hold back the dredging problems.

v r Stev ven ia 98 As a local resident and user
of Capitol Lake, Mr. Jacobs said he uses the lake in two ways: walk around the lake and swim in the
Annual Polar Bear Swim on January 1. Mr. Jacobs congratulated the Committee on doing a terrific
job with the analysis. He said the long-term view is very positive as it addresses the needs in the long
term. He urged the Committee to “keep it up and follow through”. Feels the lake has largely been
neglected for the 48 years it has been there, due mainly to the lack of money. He said he was not
aware that the middie basin was gone until he tried to canoe that area a few years ago. He said
ultimately the Iake will need to be dredged to keep the waterways open. As a member of the People
for Puget Sound (PPS), Mr. Jacobs said he had to really look at his reasoning for wanting to retain
the lake environment, especially when the PPS is urging the discontinuance of the lake. Mr. Jacobs
said he believes the fish runs are not affected by the Lake Alternative and that he supports the

maintenance of the Lake Alternarive.

Question: Jeff Dickison asked Mr. Jacobs is he was aware that the current run size of Coho Salmon
in the Deschutes River is less than 10 percent of the historical average?

Response: Mr. Jacobs said he was not aware of any long term trend that makes him concerned;
however he would be pleased to review data that supports that statement.
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Ericka Guttman, 433 Milroy Street N.W., Olympia 98502 Ms. Guttman expressed her support
of the Estuary Alternative. She shared the following key values of estuaries:

. Among the most productive eco-systems on the planet in terms of bio-mass,
providing a lot of recreational activities and habitat for wildlife '

. Ease the transition for salmon from salt to freshwater and back again

. Perform additional functions such as stormwater storage and filtering of contaminates

Ms. Guttman said less preferred from her point of view would be the Lake/Estuary Combination
Alternative due to the cost factor. She described herself as a regular user of the lake, she runs, walks,
and bikes around the lake. She said returning the lake to an estuary would enhance those uses as
well as increase wildlife,

Marilyn Showalter, 2601 Capitol Way S., Olympia 98501 Ms. Showalter said her house overlooks
the lake. She said she aesthetically enjoys her view of the lake, but added that she would even enjoy

looking out at the aesthetics of an estuary that is alive with birds, fish, running river, etc, The lake,
although pretty, is sterile with not much happening in it. She said she has learned a lot about the
importance of estuaries over the past 50 years and stressed the need for “EMPY™ -- everyone must
pitch in. Ms. Showalter said she hopes the Committee takes a long view of fostering sustainability
of peaple and our natural resources. In closing, Ms. Showalter said the Estuary or Lake/Estuary

Alternatives are the best.
Sheila Swalling, 2501 Columbia N.W., Olvmpia 98501 Ms. Swalling stated that she prefers the

adoption of the Lake Alternative. Ms. Swalling said she enjoy a view of the lake and has a strong
connection to the lake. As a member of the community Ms. Swalling used to walk around the lake
four times a week. She said the lake was developed for aesthetic reasons and that she does not feel
the other aliernatives are compatible with downtown business and land planning.

Bruce Wishart, 1063 Capitol Way #206, Olympia 98501 Mr. Wishart said he is representing 500

People for Puget Sound members in the Olympia area. Written comment will be submitted prior to
the deadline. The PPS supports the Estuary and Estuary/La rnatives. He said a serious toll
has been taken on the eco-system with loss of over 90% of the near-shore physical habitats in the
urban bays throughout the sound. Puget Sound estuaries were the most productive eco-systems in
the world when they were functioning properly. The estuarian options represent one of the most
significant opportunities to reverse the trend. The sediment is trapped because it’s not allowed to
flow into Budd Inlet. He said more than an environmental issue, this is a fiscal and social problem.
The PPS would like the Committee to consider that there are a lot of people concerned about loss
of recreational and aesthetic opportunities; however, a lot of people have also expressed support for
the Estuary Alternative that will also enhance those opportunities.
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Collum Liska, 401 17 Avenue S.W., Qlympia 98501 Mr. Liska said he originally thought of the

Lake Alternative as the preferred option. However, after reviewing the DEIS, he said he bas to
agree we haven’t done a very good job creating a lake where a natural flow once existed to the
sound. Taking into account both the idea of the vision and the natural reality, he recommends
supporting the Lake/Estuary Combination. He said there are a lot of estuaries in Georgia and South
Carolina where people live and enjoy and benefits from the estuaries.. Mr. Liska said he feels
Olympia could benefit from the Lake/Estuary Combination Alternative. He said the water quality
of the lake must be dealt with if we maintain Capitol Lake in the long term and stressed that he feels
it is outrageous that the quality issue has not been tended to over the past 20 years with the rising of

fecal coliform count.

Question: Chris Parsons asked about the swimming issue and whether or not he felt the Lake/Estuary
Combination Alternative could serve that function.

Response. Mr. Liska stressed the need for a separate water source for swimming, not the Deschutes
River

Iy, 4007 ve N.W, i Carol Jolly described the DEIS as a high

quality documnent and complimented the Committee and Consultant for the clear explanations that
are provided in that document. She also expressed sympathy for the difficulty of options. Looking
at the long-term (important element as we look at past and future of Capitol Lake), Ms. Jolly said
we have learned a lot about the cost we pay at damaging natural systems. People benefits have been
spoken to as provided by the lake. It is now time to recognize obligations to other parts of the eco-
system and the people. Ms. Jolly encouraged the Committee’s support of the Estuary/Lake
Combination Alternative which she said will take advantage of Heritage Park and allow the people

to enjoy the benefits of a natural estuary. :

Steve Rodrigues, 907 Jefferson Street, Olympia 98501 Steve Rodrigues described the creators,

Mr. Wilder and Mr. White as ““visionaries” and said we are here today looking at history. We control
the Mother Nature, but we also work with her. Mr. Wilder and Mr. White accomplished a great deal
and they should be blessed because the city of Olympia has been. Mr. Rodrigues said he has built
himself out of a job and is still alive to speak on behalf of Mr. Wilder and Mr. White. We have a
good quality of life because of those two gentlemen. We have a continual need for a better quality
of life and to be able to work with it on a balanced nature. The port and the economics of the
community have also been enhanced, as has the future of many children. Speaking in terms of
history and what can be accomplished in terms of the whole, Mr. Rodrigues said he favors the Lake
Alternative. There are ways to control silt and sedimentation and there are ways that are less
expensive than others; however, it takes a great deal of effort to think of the right way to solve them.
With that, Mr. Rodrigues thanked Mr. Wilder and Mr. White.
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Julie Clongherty, P. Q. Box 1631, Olympia 98507 Julie Clougherty urged the Committee to look

at the historical perspective for last 50 years and urged them to think of more than the human
perspective (i.e., the scientific perspective, both physical and scientific). She stated that her

preference is for the Estuary Alternative.

Betty Stevens Betty Stevens asked the Commiittee to look back 100 years when Washington State
was a new state with an abundance of inlets and natural resources. She described this area as an
incredible area. She said Wilder and White had a wonderful vision at that time to design this great
urban area for the capitol of Washington. Now, the vision needs to be updated to reflect where we
are 1998 — a lot has happened over past 100 years. Ms. Stevens said she works to protect the
natural state every day. Natural resources are dwindling and diminishing and are very limited today.
She encouraged everyone to think about the opportunities and urged everyone to look to the future
and restore lost opportunities. Ms. Stevens said she prefers the Estuary Alternative,

Janel Moore, Lacey As a newcomer to Olympia, Ms. Moore said she was struck by the beauty of
Capitol Lake, which made her move to this area very enthusiastic. Ms. Moore said she uses the lake
frequently for jogging activities and feels it is a great enhancement to community. She said she
thinks the lake increases the livability and standard of living in this community which quantifies the
value of Capitol Lake in terms that are more important than dollars and cents. The Heritage Park
development, the plans for the American Legion Hall, the Yardbirds Shopping Center, etc., combine
to make Olympia, which she described as “jewel in the rough”, more viable for business and leisure
activities. Regarding the dredging issue, Ms. Moore asked if that would be shifted to Budd Inlet if
we chose to go with an Estuary Alternative? She also asked if there would be a higher impact to
water craft in that area? In closing, Ms. Moore stressed the value of Capitol Lake to the citizens of

Olympia and the State of Washington.

e chi p N.W., O} ia Ms. Storey described herself as a user of
the lake and said she loves Puget Sound and spends a lot of time walking the beaches, kyaking, etc.
Ms. Storey urged the Committee to adopt the Estuary Alternative and stressed two aesthetic
concerns: 1) Marilyn Frasca’s “Meditations on the Mud Flats of the Puget Sound” — they are
exceptionally beautiful and show the artistic value of tide and mud flats in Puget Sound; 2) the great
naturalist, Alexander vonHumbolt talked about aesthetic concerns as they relate to ecological
diversity. Ms. Storey said it is interesting that there is no conflict between the beauty of nature
restored as best as it can be to its original form. She stressed the need to reverse the damage and
restore Puget Sound.

tanl tate Avepu #232 mpi 1 Stanley Stahl said he felt we were

short sighted about life in terms of the eco-systems. Referencing DNR’s book showing 27 years of
degradation to the state’s eco-system, Mr. Stahl said the degradation is horrendous. Mr. Stah! said
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he is very active in McAllister Springs and Woodland Creek areas. He said the general impervious
surface situation can and should be reversed to revive habitat survival.

David Stevens Mr. Stevens said Washington is the Evergreen State due to the natural heritage and
quality of life found in Washington State. As we look up to the capitol dome we think of cultural -
heritage. To have a functioning estuary integrated with the capitol dome would be the best of what

Washington State could be. Mr. Stevens supports the Estugry Alternative,

aurice Fitzgerald, 1910 Evergreen Park Drive #502. Ol ia 98502 Mr. Fitzgerald commend
the Committee for an excellent job on the DEIS report. He said he was born in Washington State
and spent 32 years in the military, living in 19 states. He believes the state of Washington has one
of the most environmentally sound and beautiful state capitols in the United States. He said he is
proud of that fact and thinks we should maintain current status and continue with plans for Hentage
Park.

Mary Lux, Olympia Mary Lux thanked the Committee for listening to the people. She reminded
the Committee that people have thought about this project for many years. The architectural
designers and legislators from all over state of Washington who approved the design and planning
of Capitol Lake. This, she said, was not done by a small group of Olympia politicians, but by state
wide decision. Heritage Park is designed to complete the landscape plan of the state capitol. She
noted that two people from the Governor’s Office have testified, as individuals, against the Lake
Alternative. Ms. Lux said these reports will go into the political arena where the people of the state
will have an opportunity through their legislatures to be involved with the funding. Ms. Lux
expressed her support for the Olympia City Council in favor of the La_.daeﬂzgﬂze If impossible,

budget-wise, Ms. Lux said she could live with the Lake Alternative with Trap.

There being no further testimony, Chair Grant Fredricks closed the public hearing and said the final
decision will be made by Mary Tadano Long with recommendation from the Capitol Lake Adaptive
Management Committee. Mr. Fredricks reminded the public that the comment deadline on the
DEIS is Monday, November 23 at 5:00 P.M.

6. Next Meeting

The next meeting of the Capitol Lake Advisory Committee will Thursday, December 3 at8:00 AM.,
followed by a December 17 meeting also beginning at 8 00 A M.

7. Ad joumment

The meeting was adjourned at 9:25 P.M.

ct
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Chapter 5. Responses to Public
Comments

This Chapter contains responses to all the comment letters, e-mail, postcards and Public Hearing
testimony received on the Draft Environmental impact Statement.

Responseé were grouped into one of the following seven categories,

Letters from the Steering Committee,

{ etters from other State and Local Governments,

Letters and E-mails from Community Groups and Associations,

Letters from interested Parties,

E-mail from Interested Parties,

Postcards from Interested Parties, and  (NOTE: Only one postcard has been copied)
Speakers at the November 18, 1999 Public Hearing.

* ¢ ¢ ¢+ ¢ o 0

Refer to the numbering (#1 - 158) and lettering (A - Z) of the comments. The respenses are in the
same order. Use the number on the first page of the comment (#1 - 158) to navigate between the
responses (in this Chapter) and the comment letters (in the previcus Chapter).
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RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

LETTERS FROM STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS

1.

City of Olympia dated Nov. 18, 1998

A.

The Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan (CLAMP) Steering Committee recognizes that
Capitol Lake ts a community-wide feature which enhances both local and state owned
properties.

Thank you for your comment. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Altemative” at this time. They have requested that additional information be made
available before such a decision is made.

The CLAMP Steering Committee recognizes the benefit of park-like amenities surrounding
Capitol Lake since these are located on State owned and maintained lands.

The Washington State Department of General Administration is unaware of any public health
threats which are caused by insects, nocturnal animals in either a fresh water or salt water
environment.

The CLAMP Steering Committee has requested that additional reports be prepared in the next
two years that should address this concern. Reports will be prepared to address the issues of
flooding. ltis also our understanding that the City of Olympia applied for a Washington State
Department of Ecology Flood Control Assistance Account Project (FCAAP) grant to prepare
a new ftood map for Capitol Lake and its surroundings.

The CLAMP Steering Committee also requested a report on the hydraulics of the lake be
prepared, which would evaluate the forces at various points such as the Capitol Lake dam, the
BNSF railroad trestle, Percival Creek bridge, I-5 crossing and Deschutes Parkway.

Additional information has been requested regarding water quality by the Washington State
Department of Ecology. In a letter dated December 16, 1998, Ecology requested that a model
run of the Budd Inlet Study Data be prepared for any of the alternatives. This would aid
Ecology in evaluating the influence of any potential change upon Budd Inlet and the LOTT
wastewater treatment plant discharge. This information will be shared with the CLAMP
Steering Committee,

Additional information will be provided regarding the options available for sediment removal.
Standards and potential permit requirements will be evaluated as new sediment samples are
taken and analyzed. The CLAMP Steering Committee is interested in completing a Sediment
Management Plan for the lake in the next two years which fits into other management actions.

City of Tumwater dated Nov. 23, 1998

A,

The CLAMP Steering Committee is also concemed about issues of flooding adjacent to the
lake. As a result, they have requested that additional reports be prepared in the next two years
that should address this concern. One reports will be to prepare a new flood map for Capitol
Lake and its surroundings. The second report would be to address the hydraulic forces around
the lake basin. Sedimentation into the basin will continue to be an issue, regardless of which
aiternative is eventually selected. The CLAMP Steering Committee is interested in completing
a Sediment Management Plan for the lake in the next two years which fits into other
management actions.
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K.

L.

The text will be edited to note the limitations on the cost estimates which you point out.
The Draft EIS attempted to address impacts to all surrounding land uses. Refer to the response
to “A” above, regarding potential flooding.

The authors of the Draft EIS had access to the resources noted. Since the cultural and
archeological resources were located along the edge of the old Puget Sound shoreline (before
extensive filling) the authors believed that a decision on whether the basin filled with fresh or
salt water would have little impact.

The Draft EIS contains a view of Viewpoint #5 at the Tumwater Historical Park on page 4-107
and a verbal description of the basin-wide impacts of estuary and lake-estuary altematives on
pages 4106, 4-110 and 4-115. Viewpoint #5 is closest in elevation to Tumwater Falls and the
Draft EIS authors believed that there would be the least change of character at this Viewpoint.
Vegetation established above the high water mark would not be affected by a possible change
to a salt water habitat. However, it is likely that up to half of the riparian habitat established
on the gravel bars could be diminished if these alternatives were selected. Finally, the open
water areas would change over time to resemble the salt water character at Viewpoint #3 or
#4.

The Preliminary Assessment of Sea level Rise in Olympia, Washington: Technical and Policy
Implications (1993) indicates that shorelines of the south sound could be affected by a rising
sea level of varying estimates. Many uses along the lake would be affected by increased sea
level elevations of this magnitude, since the Capitol Lake dam would not provide protection
for tides above 18.40 feet MLLW or 10.67 feet MSL.

The CLAMP Steering Committee is also concerned about the hydraulics of the lake. It has
requested that a report be prepared in the next two years which would evaluate the hydraulic
forces at various points such as the Capitol Lake dam, the BNSF railroad trestle, Percival Creek
bridge, I-5 crossing and Deschutes Parkway.

The General Administration capital budget for 1999-2001 biennium contains money for the
design and construction of a modification to the Capltol Lake dam to allow year round fish

passage.
The Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife indicates that the operating costs of
the Deschutes River Hatchery program averages about $80-90,000 per year. This is due in

‘part to the assistance of the volunteer support of the Olympia Salmon Club. As a result, white

the program is operating at about 30-40% of its historic high, the cost per fish at this facility
is reported to be one of the lowest in Puget Sound.

The preliminary Washington State Department of General Administration capital budget for
1999-2001 biennium contains $254,000 for the design and construction of a fish ladder
modification to the Capitol Lake dam.

Thank you for this comment. Such a discussion will be provided in the Capitol Lake Adaptive
Management Plan rather than the Final EIS.

A note will be added to these figures referring the reader to the full size maps.

Port of Olympia dated Nov. 23, 1998

A.

The CLAMP Steering Committee concurs that sediment release from the lake would likely
settle in southern Budd Inlet and the turning basin. Sedimentation within the basin will
continue to be an issue, regardless of which alternative is eventually selected. The Steering
Committee is interested in completing a Sediment Management Plan for the lake within the
next two years which fits into other management actions .
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Estimates of the amount of sediments for each alternative would be interesting, but a
computer model would be a costly report for the five alternatives which may not be selected.
Instead, the CLAMP Steering Commiittee is interested in holistically addressing sedimentation
within the basin. In such an approach the Steering Committee may choose to address =
dredging within the lake basin regardless of which “Preferred Alternative” is selected.
The CLAMP Steering Committee is aware that dredging in Budd Inlet has environmental cost

and impacts not unlike those associated with Capitol Lake. '

Squaxin Island Tribe Public Hearing Comments of Nov. 18, 1998

A.

B.

C.

The CLAMP Steering Committee agrees that additional information on flooding is needed
before a “Preferred Alternative” is selected. The grant application to prepare a new flood map
for Capitol Lake and its surroundings would help address this issue.

Revisions to the Fisheries text have been included in the following Chapter and should address
these issues. : :

Refer to the response to “B” above.

Thurston County dated Nov. 25, 1998 -

A.

The CLAMP Steering Committee agrees that additional information on flooding is needed
before a “Preferred Alternative” is selected. The grant to prepare a new flood map for Capitol
Lake and its surroundings will help address this issue.

The CLAMP Steering Committee recognizes that human development around the lake was
constructed on the basis of a fresh water environment. Many factors will be addressed by the
CLAMP Steering Commiittee before a “Preferred Alternative” is selected. This is just one of the
major issues which the CLAMP will need to address and balance in concert with other issues.
Sedimentation into the basin will continue to be an issue, regardless of which alternative is
eventually selected. The CLAMP Steering Committee is interested in complefing a Sediment
Management Plan for the lake in the next two years which fits into other management actions.
The CLAMP Steering Committee recognizes that Capitol Lake functions more like a
meandering river than a lake. Where possible the term “lake basin” is used to describe the
geography now referred to as Capitol Lake.

The Draft EIS did notinclude a complete evaluation of the costs associated with removing the
Capitol Lake dam along 5" Avenue. Although a desirable piece of information, this
programmatic EIS will address these cost estimates should the CLAMP Steering Committee find
that the flooding, hydraulics and sedimentation reports all warrant this as a second level of
report preparation.

The CLAMP Steering Committee is also concerned about the hydraulics of the lake. 1t has
requested that a report be prepared in the next two years which would evaluate the hydraulic
forces at various points such as the Capitol Lake dam, the BNSF railroad trestle, Percival Creek
bridge, I-5 crossing and Deschutes Parkway.

WA State Department of Ecology dated Nov. 23, 1998

A.

The CLAMP Steering Committee has requested a report on the hydraulics of the lake before
it selects a “Preferred Alternative”. This report would evaluate the forces at various points such
as the Capitol Lake dam, the BNSF railroad trestle, Percival Creek brldge -5 crossing and
Deschutes Parkway.
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B. Appendix B of the Draft EiS includes a detailed evaluation of costs. Page B.2 indicates that the
cost of Gravity Dewatering for dredged sediments is between the costs for Marine Disposal
and Mechanical Dewatering. Therefore, it is included in the range of costs contained on

Figures 1-1 and 1-2.

C. Thank you for your comment.

D. We concur that Capitol Lake will remain as a “Shoreline of the State” regardless of which
alternative is eventually selected.

E. The CLAMP Steering Committee realizes that a great deal of filling has occurred within this

basin and is also concerned with the “quality” of any future aquatic environment. This is why
additional reports will be prepared within the next two years which deal with sedimentation,
lake hydraulics and flooding. Itis likely that the Steering Committee will not make a selection
of a “Preferred Alternative” until these reports are available.

F. The Heritage Park wetland mitigation site at the old interpretative site has been designed so
that newly created wetlands would be at the same elevation as the lake. Two large culverts
will breach the dike to provide a hydrologic link with the middle basin and c:rculatlon of water
within these new wetland areas.

G. The terms described are those used by the United State Geological Survey {LUSGS) and the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). They describe an event which has a 1-in-
one-hundred chance of occurring in any year.

H. This issue is not mentioned in the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife letter.
Low dissolved oxygen in the lake is just one of the water gquality parameters where the Jake
fails to meet the state standards, requiring placement on Ecology’s 303 (d) list of impaired
water bodies.

i Capito! Lake may be called a “lake”, but previous studies have shown that it hydrologically
functions like a reservoir. Refer to page 4-14 in the Draft EIS. Therefore, the Draft EIS authors
chose to utilize the more stringent requirement of Class “A” waters.

] For purposes of the Draft EIS, “excessive aquatic plant growth” is most likely associated with
any visible aquatic plant growth, which of course would be a normal part of a natural
lacustrine system. Since the lake has been managed for a long time to eliminate this from the
lake, the Steering Committee will be looking at all the various water quality parameters and
trying to balance them with other beneficial uses of fisheries and shoreline recreation.

K. Attempts to control noxious weeds within the lake basin will be continued and will likely be
incorporated into the Sediment Management Plan, which will be prepared over the next two
years.

WA State Department of Fish and Wildlife dated Nov. 23, 1998

A Thank you for your comment. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen not to select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time. They have request that additional information be made

avaijlable before such a decision is made.,

B. It is the desire of the Steering Committee to maintain the current production levels as a
minimum condition.
C. Revisions to the Fisheries text have been included in the following Chapter and should address

these issues.
D. The General Administration capital budget for 1999-2001 biennium contains money for the

design and construction of a modification to the Capitol Lake dam to allow yearround fish
passage.
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F.

G.

The presence of the Capitol Lake dam has allowed past practices, which have lowered the lake
during summer months. Recent water quality data from LOTT’s Budd Inlet Scientific Study
(1998) has documented the water quality impacts of this practice. ltis likely that the CLAMP
Steering Committee will establish a protocol for any future drawdowns, which also addresses’
other management concerns such as the impacts to Budd Inlet and fisheries resources.

See “E” above -
These specific word changes have been made to the Fisheries text in the following Chapter.

WA State Department of General Administration dated Nov. 23, 1998

A.

B.

C.

T

Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for your comment.

The CLAMP Steering Committee agrees that additional information on flooding is needed
before a “Preferred Alternative” is selected. The grant application to prepare a new flood map
for Capitol Lake and its surroundings would help address this issue. .
The CLAMP Steering Committee also requested a report on the hydraulics of the lake be
prepared which would evaluate the forces at various points such as the Capitol Lake dam, the
BNSF railroad trestle, Percival Creek bridge, I-5 crossing and Deschutes Parkway. '
Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for your comment.

The CLAMP Steering Committee agrees that additional information is needed before a
“Preferred Alternative” is selected. Grounds maintenance is an operational cost which will
need to be incorporated into the decision-making process of the Steering Committee with any
change to current conditions.

Estimated costs and impacts are generalized at this programmatic phase and will be refined
over time. Itis likely that a large portion of the CLAMP Steering Committee discussions will
be over how to do the management desired within the limitations of tight budgets. Any
Steering Committee decisions about cost sharing will be by consensus, as are all other CLAMP

agreements.

WA State Department of Natural Resources dated Nov. 23, 1998

A,

nw

Past funding by the State Legistature has not kept up with the rate of siltation by the Deschutes
River. The Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan is the first opportunity for resource
agencies, local governments and fribes to make a collective recommendation on behalf of
Capitol Lake.

This concept js very similar to the basis of the Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan.
The CLAMP Steering Committee recognizes that fisheries resources will be a key component
to future uses in and adjacent to Capitol Lake and will need to be addressed before a
“Preferred Alternative” is selected. B

it should be noted that the Chinook population within the lake basin is a hatchery stock and
its population probably exceeds by many times any natural run that may have occurred within
Percival Creek. There never was a natural run on the Deschutes River due to Tumwater Falls.
Because of these conditions, the Steering Committee will tailor an approach which is unique
to this water body, in a similar salmon stack (run-by-run) approach that has been suggested
by the National Marine Fisheries Services (NMFS).

Subsequent to the Draft EIS the CLAMP Steering Committee was made aware of the historic
loss of estuarine wetlands. The Steering Committee realizes that a great deal of filling has
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occurted within this basin and s also concerned with the “quality” of any future aquatic
environment.” This is why additional reports will be prepared within the next two vears which
deal with sedimentation, lake hydraulics and flooding. It is likely that the Steering Committee
will not make a selection of a “Preferred Alternative” until these reports are available.

The Washington State Department of General Administration capitol budget for the 1999-
2001 biennium, contains money for the design and construction of a modification to the
Capitol Lake dam to aliow year-round fish passage.

As a programmatic EIS, the document does not need to address all issues at the same level of
detail. Refer to WAC 197-11-060 (5) Phase Review and the discussion on page 1-4 in the
Draft EIS. Should the CLAMP Steering Committee need to address this at a subsequent stage
of the Plan, then this could be accomplished at that time.

Providing accurate cost estimates of impacts and alternatives has been one of the more
difficult and controversial portions of this Draft EIS. Since the CLAMP Steering Commiittee is
concerned with the “quality” of any future aquatic environment within the lake basin, the cost
effectiveness of any management action will be an important part of the CLAMP decision-
making process.

If a major change in the character of Capitol Lake is made from its current setting, it may be
appropriate for another department of the state, such as Natural Resources, to manage this
area. Such a decision would likely be a part of the Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan.
Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for your comment. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not sélect a
“pPreferred Alternative” at this time. They have request that additional information be made
available before such a decision is made.

Thank you for your comment. This concept is the basis of the Capitol Lake Adaptive
Management Plan. .
Sedimentation within the basin will continue to be an issue, regardless of which alternative is
eventually selected. The CLAMP Steering Committee is interested in completing a Sediment
Management Plan for the lake within the next two years which fits into other management
actions. The Steering Committee will likely discuss the issue of who pays for sediment
removal.

The CLAMP Steering Committee is interested in holistically addressing sedimentation within
the basin. in such an approach the Steering Committee may choose to address dredging
within the lake basin regardless of which “Preferred Alternative” is selected. It also realizes
that additional sediment samples will be needed before any decisions are made regarding the
feasibility of deep water disposal.

It is likely that the CLAMP Steering Committee will address this issue when it develops the
Sediment Management Plan for the lake basin.

Please refer to the discussion on page 4-17 regarding the siphon which was constructed after
this fish kill. The siphon works by the introduction of salt water from.the Budd Inlet side of the
dam into the crater. In doing so, the fresh water is displaced and the area where hydrogen
sulfide would concentrate is minimized. There have been no reported fish kills since the

instaltation of the siphon.
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LETTERS FROM OTHER STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

10. WA State Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development dated Nov. 10, 1998

The CLAMP Steering Committee recognizes that the aesthetics of the north basin will be a key
component regarding future uses in Capitol Lake. This will need to be addressed before a
“Preferred Alternative” is selected.

11.  Thurston County Conservation District dated Nov. 18, 1999

A,

The CLAMP Steering Committee appreciates the role that the Conservation District is playing
for watershed planning. The information that is being developed will be valuable to this
process and will be incorporated into the adaptive management plan at an appropriate stage.
Thank you for your comment. The CLAMP Steering Committee recognizes that fisheries
resources will be a key component to future uses in and adjacent to Capitol Lake and will
need to be addressed before a “Preferred Alternative” is selected.

The preliminary Washington State Department of General Administration capital budget for
the 1999-2001 biennium contains money for the design and construction of a modification to
the Capitol Lake dam to allow year-round fish passage.

LETTERS AND E-MAIL FROM COMMUNITY GROUPS AND ASSOCIATIONS

12.  Black Hills Audubon Society dated Nov. 23, 1998

A,

B.

Thank you for your comment. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

The CLAMP Steering Committee recognizes that Canada goose management will need to a
component to future uses in and adjacent to Capito} Lake and will need to be addressed
before a “Preferred Alternative” is selected. '

Providing accurate cost estimates of impacts and alternative has been one of the more difficuit
and controversial portions of this Draft EIS. As a programmatic EIS, the document does not
need to address all issues at the same level of detail. Very detailed cost estimates were
available from the Draft EIS on lake dredging prepared in 1993-1995. Since the CLAMP
Steering Committee is concemed that all cost information be equally valid, it is likely that cost
effectiveness of any management action will be an important part of the CLAMP decision-
making process. )

The CLAMP Steering Committee is also concerned about the hydraulics of the lake. It has
requested that a report be prepared in the next two years which would evaluate the hydraulic
forces at various points such as the Capitol Lake dam, the BNSF railroad trestle, Percival Creek
bridge, I-5 crossing and Deschutes Parkway. The Steering Committee has also requested
another report be prepared on flooding. It is hoped that these reports will provide clearer
answers for questions like this.

The CLAMP Steering Committee is concerned about Canada goose management. Since the
selection of a “Preferred Alternative” may not be atcomplished for several years, the
management techniques used will have to deal with an over abundance of geese rather than
the type of water in the lake basin. ‘

An “integrated aquatic vegetation management plan” as described in the Draft EIS would be
a plan which describes how, where and when herbicides might be applied in the lake to
control algae or aquatic plants. Drawing down the lake and backilling the basin with salt
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14.

15.

16.

7.
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water has been used since the 1970's and has accomplished the role. Salt water is toxic to
fresh water plants, but no such plan was prepared. It is likely that the CLAMP Steering
Committee may develop new protocols for lake drawdowns. At this time many parties have
serious questions about continuing the practice of salt water backfilling if inlake fisheries
habitat is to be improved. But this too will an issue which will be addressed by the Steering
Committee in the adaptive management plan.

G. The CLAMP Steering Committee agrees that additional information on flooding is needed
before a “Preferred Alternative” is selected. The grant application to prepare a new flood map
for Capitol Lake and its surroundings would help address this issue.

Capitol Lake Towers dated Nov. 18, 1998
- Thank you for your comment and the beautiful pictures of the lake.

Evergreen Park Association dated Nov. 9, 1998

A. Thank you for your comment. The CLAMP Steering Commiittee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time. They have request that additional information be made
available before such a decision is made.

B. Please refer to the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife letter (#7) which
indicates that the cost for a fingerling and yearling facility would be about $1 million each if
Capitol Lake was not available.

C. The CLAMP Steering Committee is interested in holistically addressing sedimentation within
the basin. In such an approach the Steering Committee may choose to address dredging
within the lake basin regardless of which “Preferred Alternative” is selected.

Millennium Carillon Association dated Nov. 20, 1998

A. Thank you for your comment. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time. They have requested that additional information be made
available before such a decision is made.

B. The CLAMP Steering Committee concurs that sedimentation within the basin will continue to
be an issue, regardless of which alternative is eventually selected. The Steering Committee is
interested in completing a Sediment Management Plan for the lake within the next two years
which fits into other management actions .

C. The Preliminary Assessment of Sea.level Rise in Olvmpia, Washington: Technical and Policy
Implications {1993) indicates that shorelines of the South Sound could be affected by a rising
sea level of varying estimates. Many uses along the lake would be affected by increased sea
level elevations of this magnitude, since the Capitol Lake dam would not provide protection
for tides above 18.40 feet MLLW or 10.67 feet MSL.

North Capitol Campus Heritage Park Development Association dated Nov. 17, 1998

- Thank you for your comment. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Altemative” at this time. They have requested that additional information be made
available before such a decision is made.

Olympia/Thurston County Chamber of Commerce dated Nov. 17, 1998

- Thank you for your comment. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time. They have requested that additional information be made
available before such a decision is made.
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18.

People for Puget Sound dated Nov. 23, 1998

A.

Please note that the Draft EIS for Capitol Lake did not intend to address the issue of “Should
Budd Inlet be dammed and create a fresh water lake.” That was resolved in 1947 with the
action by the Washington State Legislature in RCW 79.24.160.
Please note that the scope of the Draft EIS was not to evaluate the overall estuarine condltlons
of Puget Sound over which the nine Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan Steering
Committee members have no direct authority. '
Thank you for your comment. Please note that pursuant to WAC 197-11-060 (5) Phase
Review, a programmatic EIS does not need to address all issues at the same level of detail.
Please refer to the discussion on page 1-4 in the Draft EIS.
The authors of the Draft EIS believe the characterization regarding fisheries to be accurate.
A common assumption was often overlooked when discussing the Estuarine and the
Estuary/Lake options. Pages 3-11 to 3-17 indicate that the Capitol Lake dam would remain in
place with the gates open or removed. So the questions the CLAMP EIS was seeking to
address were: “What sort of an estuary or what quality of an estuary could be created by
leaving the existing infrastructure largely intact?” The CLAMP Steering Committee was
concemed about the hydraulic forces caused by tidal flows at various points around the lake
including the Capitol Lake dam, the BNSF railroad trestle, Percival Creek bridge, -5 crossing
and Deschutes Parkway. This is why they requested that a report be prepared in the next two
years which would evaluate these conditions.
Thank you for your comment. It was not the intent of the Draft EIS to imply that a fresh water
habitat is inherently superior to an estuarine environment. The EIS did not attempt to place
values on the various fish species, but was required by the SEPA guidelines to undertake a
comprehensive evaluation. Please note that the presence of Chinook salmon is noted as a
factor but not the entire emphasis of this section. Therefore, the authors of the Draft EIS
believe the description to be accurate (with the addition of corrections noted in this Final EIS),
comprehensive and objective.
Thank you for your comment. Please note some new water quality data has become available
during the production of the Draft EIS which could not be effectively incorporated into the
document. One such report is the Budd Inlet Scientific Study, (1998) prepared for the LOTT
partnership. The Washington State Department of Ecology, in a letter dated December 16,
1998, requested that additional water quality model runs be performed to identify the possible
water quality conditions which might result in lower Budd Inlet. This request has been
reviewed by the CLAMP Steering Committee and has been identified as an additional report
which will be needed before the selection of a “Preferred Alternative” is made.
The CLAMP Steering Committee concurs that sedimentation and flooding are issues which will
need to be addressed regardless of which alternative is selected.
The CLAMP Steering Committee agrees that additional information on flooding is needed
before a “Preferred Alternative” is selected. The grant to prepare a new flood map for Capitol
Lake and its surroundings will help address this issue.
Sedimentation into the basin will continue to be an issue, regardless of which alternative is
eventually selected. The CLAMP Steering Committee is interested in completing a Sediment
Management Plan for the lake in the next two years which fits into other management actions.
Providing accurate cost estimates of impacts and alternative has been one of the more difficult
and controversial portions of this Draft EIS. Since the CLAMP Steering Committee is
concerned that all cost infermation be equally valid, it is likely that cost effectiveness of any
management action will be an important part of the CLAMP decision making process.
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‘Thank you for your comment. ‘

Refer to comment “I” above and the comment letter {(#7) from the Washington State
Department of Fish and Wildlife dated November 23, 1998.

Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for your comment. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

19.  Puget Sound Gillnetters Association dated Nov. 23, 1998

Thank you for your comment. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

20.  Sasquatch Group Sierra Club dated Nov. 21, 1998

A.

B.

Thank you for your comment. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

The Washington State Department of Ecology, in a letter dated December 16, 1998, requested
that additional water quality model runs be performed to identify the possible water quaiity
conditions which might result in lower Budd Inlet. This request has been reviewed by the
CLAMP Steering Committee and has been identified as an additional report which will be
needed before the selection of a “Preferred Alternative” is made.

The CLAMP Steering Committee concurs that the control of noxtous weeds within the basin
will continue to be an issue, regardless of which alternative is eventually selected. The Steering
Committee is interested in completing a Sediment Management Plan for the lake within the
next two years which fits into other management actions.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the Fisheries section of the Draft EIS text has
been revised and is included in the following chapter. This revised text more accurately
depicts the current fisheries conditions.

LETTERS FROM INTERESTED PARTIES

21.  Tom Badger and Wendy Gersted dated Nov. 22, 1998

A.
B.

Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that pursuant to WAC 197-11-060 (5) Phase
Review, a programmatic EIS does not need to address all issues at the same level of detail.
Please refer to the discussion on page 1-4 in the Draft EiS.

Providing accurate cost estimates of impacts and alternatives has been one of the more
difficult and controversial portions of this Draft EIS. Since the CLAMP Steering Commiittee is
concemed that all cost information be equally valid, it is fikely that cost effectiveness of any
management action will be an important part of the CLAMP decision-making process.
Thank you for your comment. Although the rate of sedimentation into the lake has been
reduced in recent years, there are no current estimates of how long it will take for the current
bed load to be deposited into Capitol Lake {Collins, 1994).
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22,

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

Ginny Broadhurst receive Nov. 23, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time. '

Tim Burke dated Nov. 12, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Martin D. Casey dated Nov. 23, 1998

A. The CLAMP Steering Committee concurs that sedimentation within the basin will continue to
be an issue, regardless of which alternative is eventually selected. The Steering Committee is
interested in completing a Sediment Management Plan for the lake within the next two years
which fits into other management actions .

B. The CLAMP Steering Committee agrees that additional information on flooding is needed
before a “Preferred Alternative” is selected. The grant to prepare a new flood map for Capitcl
Lake and its surroundings will help address this issue.

C. Thank you for your comment.

Julie S. Clougherty dated Nov. 23, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

John L. Dean received Nov. 19, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Shelley Ferer dated Nov. 10, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chasen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Nancy G. B. First dated Nov. 20, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time, '

R. Funkhouser dated Nov. 19, 7998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alterative” at this time.

George Ging and Joanne Stellini dated Nov. 23, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Alan E. Goldberg recei\/ed Nov. 4, 1998
- Thank you for your commenis. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.
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32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

Marjoree Halgren dated Dec. 6, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“preferred Alternative” at this time.

Peter N. Halgren dated December 8, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“preferred Alternative” at this time.

Margaret R. Hellberg dated Nov. 20, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“preferred Alternative” at this time.

Winona Henderson dated Nov. 16, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“preferred Alternative” at this time.

James C. and Sharon G. Horacek dated Nov. 11, 1998 :
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Commiitee has chosen to not select a

#pPreferred Alternative” at this time.

Bob and Bonnie Jacobs dated Nov. 23, 1998

- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
spreferred Alternative” at this time. Calculations of available public shoreline access within
Thurston County show that 66.5 percent of the Capitol Lake shoreline is owned by the public.
This converts to approximately 14,880 feet and is substantially more publicly owned than any
other fresh water body in the county.

Mark Johnson dated Nov. 22, 1998

- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“preferred Alternative” at this time. The CLAMP Steering Committee was concerned zbout
the hydraulic forces caused by tidal flows at various points around the lake including the
Capitol Lake dam, the BNSF raitroad trestle, Percival Creek bridge, I-5 crossing and Deschutes
Parkway. This is why they requested that a report be prepared in the next two years which
would evaluate these conditions.

Randal Johnson dated Nov. 19, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

#preferred Alternative” at this time.

Karen Kargianis dated Nov. 23, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

#preferred Alternative” at this time.

Mr. & Mrs. Ross G. Kincaid dated Nov. 10, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time. :
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42,

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49,

50.

5T.

52,

53.

Lisa L. Lageschulte et. al. {petition) dated Nov. 20, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Charlie E. Link received Nov. 19, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Parker MacCready dated Nov. 8, 1998 -
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Jan McKenzie dated Nov. 20, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Mark Maurer dated Nov. 17, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Martin D. Meyer dated Nov. 23, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Mrs. P. Monroe dated Dec. 9, 1998 :
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Bob Morse dated Nov. 2, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Willow Oling dated Nov. 21, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Greg and Tammy Pelletier dated Nov. 22, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Betsy Perkins received Nov. 23, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time,

Eika Petermann dated Nov. 22, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.
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55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

Ken Peterson dated Nov. 20, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Cynthia R. Pratt dated Nov. 22, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Lucile Rohrbeck dated Dec. 5, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Alex Rosendrantz dated Nov. 5, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Rochelle Rothaus dated Nov. 22, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Carla Rutz dated Nov 20, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Jim Schafer dated Nov 20, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Ellen S. Silverman dated Nov. 24, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Rickard C. Smith dated Nov. 22, 1998
- Thank vou for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not-select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Dave Sparkman received Nov. 23, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Wendy Sternshein dated Nov. 20, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

M. D. and Cara J. Stinson dated Nov. 23, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.
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67.

68.

69,

70.

71.

72,

Karen Strand received Nov. 5, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Jeff Swotek dated Nov. 23, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steerlng Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Curtis D. Tanner dated Nov. 23, 1998 :
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steenng Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this tlme

Barbara Thomas dated Nov. 23, 1998 -
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

E. Sue Victory and Carl K. Holman dated Nov. 20, 1998
—  Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this timé.

Lauri Vigue dated Nov. 22, 1998 :
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

James M. Weidner dated Nov. 2, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

E-MAIL FROM INTERESTED PARTIES

73.

lohn Anderson and Marty Chaney dated Nov. 22, 1998

A. Providing accurate cost estimates of impacts and alternatives has been one of the more
difficult and controversial portions of this Draft EIS. Since the CLAMP Steering Committee is
concermned that all cost information be equally valid, it is likely that cost effectiveness of any
management action will be an important part of the CLAMP decision-making process.

B. Sedimentation into the basin will continue to be an issue, regardless of which alternative is
eventually selected. The CLAMP Steering Committee is interested in completing a Sediment
Management Plan for the lake in the next two years which fits into other management actions,

C. The CLAMP Steering Committee is concerned about Canada goose management. Since the
selection of a “Preferred Alternative” may not be accomplished for several years, the
management techniques which will be used will have to deal with an over-abundance of geese
rather than the type of water in the lake basin.

D. Thank you for your comment.

E. Thank you for your comment.
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7,

78.

79.

&1,

B2.

F. The CLAMP Steering Committee agrees that additional information on flooding is needed
befare a “Preferred Alternative” is selected. The grant to prepare a new flood map for Capitol
Lake and its surroundings will help address this issue,

Thank you for your comments.
Thank you for your comment. The CLAMP Steenng Committee has chosen to not select a

“Proferred Alternative™ at this bme,

o

Lanny Carpenter dated Now. 23, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen 1o not select a

“Prafarred Alternative” at this fima.

Thad Curtz dated Nov. 26, 1998
- Thank you for vour cormments, The CLAMP Steenng Comimittee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative™ at this time.

Dudley Deenie dated Nov 22, 1998
- Thank you for your comments, The CLAMP Steering Committes has chosen to not select

"Praferred Altematnve” at this tme.

Sue Minakan and Donna Ewing dated Nov. 17, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Kirk Hanson dated Nov. 21, 1998
- Thank you for your commments. The CLAMP 5teering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferrad Alternative” at this time,

Diane Kurzyna dated Mov. 8, 1998
- Thank yvou for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Commintee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative® at this time.

Steven Langer dated Nov. 17, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Joanne Lee dated Nov. 17, 1998
- Thank vou for your comments. The CLAMP Steerng Committes has chosen to not select a

“Praferred Alternative™ at this ime.

Hans Littoy |r. dated Nov 22, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committes has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternatnea™ at this time.

Shelby Majors dated Nov. 14, 1998

- Thank vou for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committes has chosen to not select a
"Preferred Alternative” at this tirme.
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84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

- 89.

90.

91.

92,

93.

94,

95,

Noelle Nordstrom dated Nov 16, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Richard Pelto dated Nov. 24, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this ime.

Paul Pickett dated Nov. 19, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Elise M. Robinson dated Nov. 9, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Rita R. Robison dated Nov. 22, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Shelley Kirk Rudeen dated Nov. 18, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.,

Bette Shultz dated Nov. 18, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

jean R. Shaffer dated Nov. 19, 1998 _
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Toby Thaler dated Nov. 19, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Jim and Barbara Theiss dated Nov. 15, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Keith P. Vandeman dated Nov. 20, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Frances A. Williamson dated Nov. 20, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

——CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT— 5.17



POSTCARDS FROM INTERESTED PARTIES

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

Dave Bristow received Nov. 19, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“preferred Alternative” at this time.

G. Brownstein received Nov. 20, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“preferred Alternative” at this time.

" Rosa Clawson received Nov. 19, 1998

- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“preferred Alternative” at this time. ‘

Josh Courtean received Nov. 20, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

jason Danielson received Nov. 23, 1998
- Thank vou for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

M. Fenyuesi received Nov. 23, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Nate Hayward received November 30, 1998 '
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

S. Humphery received Nov. 23, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“preferred Alternative” at this time.

Christine Johnson received December 1, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“preferred Alternative” at this time.

Katie Knight received December 2, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“preferred Alternative” at this time.

Karen Kovich received Nov. 20, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

#“preierred Alternative” at this time.

Shannon McFall Nov. 24, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steeting Committee has chosen to not select a

“preferred Alternative” at this time.
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109.
119.
111.
112,
113.
114.
115.
116.
117.
118.

119.

Kara Marcoux received Nov. 20, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

A. Mazar received Nov. 19, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Rachel Mitkani received Nov. 20, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steenng Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Heather Marie Marrow received November 30, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Chad Odwaeny received Nov. 19,1 998 ‘
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Kate Patterson received Nov. 23, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Kathy Peters received December 1, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time,

Melvin D, Stanley received November 30, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Peter H. Syben received Nov. 24, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Gale Thompson received Nov. 23, 1998 :
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Commlttee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

' R. Viets received Nov, 20, 1998

- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Commlttee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Lia Wallon received Nov. 19, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.
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120. Roger Weaver received Nov. 19, 1998
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

121. Ai Yuasa received Nov. 20, 1998 _ ‘
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“preferred Alternative” at this time.
122. Connie Wood received Dec. 9, 1998

- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“preferred Alternative” at this time.

SPEAKERS AT THE NOVEMBER 18, 1998 PUBLIC HEARING

A copy of the minutes from this Public Hearing are included with the written comments. All of the issues
raised at the Public Hearing are addressed in the preceding responses to the written comments which were

often submitted by the same person or party.

AUTHOR’S NOTE:  The CLAMP Steering Committee staff would like to compliment all who testified and for
making this Public Hearing the most productive, courteous and memorable in a 25 year
career of public service. '

123. lLeonard Soenke
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“preferred Altemnative” at this time.

124. Grace Soenke
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“preferred Alternative” at this time.

125. Theodore Schultz
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“preferred Altemnative” at this time.,

126. - Jim Knudsen :
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“preferred Alternative” at this time.

127. Mike Bahn :
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

#preferred Alternative” at this time.
128. David Shaffert (see letter #17) .

- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.
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129.

130.

131.

132.

133.

134.

135.

136.

137.

138.

139.

140.

C.E. Link
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Scott Waeschle
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Martin D. Meyer
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Paul Seabert
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Kathy Overhauser
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Maurice A. Click
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Jeff Dickison (see letter #4)
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Lanny Carpenter
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Chris Hawkins
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time. :

Lucile Rohrbeck
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Bob Jacobs (see letter #1)
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a
“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Dave Sparkman
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.
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41.

42,

143.

144.

145.

146.

147.

148.

149.

150.

151.

152,

George Darkenwald
~  Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Calvin R. Lockwood
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Bob Jacobs ,
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Ericka Guttman
- Thank you for vour comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Marilyn Showalter
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Sheifa Swalling
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time,

Bruce Wishart
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Commiittee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Collum Liska
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Cardl Jolly
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Steve Rodruques
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Freferred Alternative” at this time.

julie Clougherty
-~ Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not seiect a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Betty Stevens
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Altermnative” at this time.
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153.

154.

155.

156.

157.

158.

Janel Moore
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Anne Storey
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Stanley Stah] ,
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

David Stevens
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.,

Maurice Fitzgerald
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chasen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.

Mary Lux .
- Thank you for your comments. The CLAMP Steering Committee has chosen to not select a

“Preferred Alternative” at this time.
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Chapter 6. Errata

Some of the comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement indicated that technical
corrections were needed to the Fisheries Section, pages 4-38 to 4-42 and other parts of the Draft
EIS. Instead of reprinting this entire section, the changes are listed below.

Where changes were required in other parts of the Draft EIS bill format was used. In this
format, deletions are noted by strikeouts, and additions are shown by underlining.
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ERRATA

The FISHERIES discussion in the Draft EIS found on pages 4-38 to 4-42 has been
amended to read as follows. Table 4-5 of the Draft FIS was not changed:

Numerous fish spedies inhabit Capitol Lake and the Deschutes River. Table 4-5 provides a list of fish species
observed since 1975. Fish use of these waters includes habitat for rearing and reproduction, a migration
corridor both upstream and downstream to Budd Inlet, and the collection and rearing facilities in Capitol Lake
itself and at the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) facility adjacent to Tumwater
Falls. Other fisheries related facilities include a fish ladder at the tide gate that allows upstream and
downstream migration by anadromous salmonids into and out of Capitol Lake. Another fish ladder is located
at Tumwater Falls which allows upstream migration of adult salmonids into the Deschutes River watershed.
A fish trap is used at the Tumwater Falls Collection Facility to gather adult chinook and steelhead trout to
provide an egg supply for the production program. A recreational fishery also is associated with many of the
fish populations both in Capitol Lake and the upper Deschutes River. The following discussion provides an
overview of the status of fish populations and their habitat for the species of greatest interest in Capitol Lake.

The Pacific salmon inhabiting Capitol Lake and the Deschutes River include chineok salmon (Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha), ccho salmon (O. kisutch), chum salmon (O. keta), and, in very small numbers, sockeye salmon
(O. nerka) and pink salmon (O. gorbuscha) (K. Keown, personal communication). Resident and anadromous
trout include coastal cutthroat trout (O. clarki clarki) and resident rainbow and anadromous steelhead trout
(O. mykiss). In the past coho, cutthroat and steelhead from other hatchery facilities were planted into the
upper Deschutes Watershed but this practice has been discontinued {K. Kloempken, personal
communication). In 1997 only chinook salmon, winter-run steelhead, and legalsized rainbow trout are
cultured at the Tumwater Falls facilities and/or planted in the lake (K. Keown, personal communication).

Chinook Salmon

Because Tumwater Falls presented a barrier to anadromous migration near the upstream end of present-day
Capitol Lake, it is believed that no historic chincok runs existed in the Deschutes River nor Pescival Creek,
which is probably neither large enough nor cool enough to support an historic chinock run (C. Smith,
personal communication). With the initiation of chinook juvenile plantings in the 1950s and construction
of the fish ladder in 1954, upstream migration around Tumwater Falls became possible for returning adults.

Since there was no native chinook stock, transfers were made from at least 16 different hatchertes which
span in geography from the Skagit River in north Puget Sound, to Hood Canal and the Columbia River.-Most
of the initial stock came from the Scos Creek hatchery in the Creen River watershed. In 1962 a fish trap was
constructed to capture returning adults for the production program, but some chinook adults were allowed
to pass upstream into the watershed. There has been no concerted effort to establish a naturally spawning
population above the falls (J. Dickison, personal communication).

Over the vears the chinock hatchery stock has been supported through a combination of: incubation of eggs
in Percival Creek, and spring and fall release of fish less than one vear old and yeariings (fish over one year
old) into Capitol Lake (see Appendix E). The Deschutes/Percival Cove chinook culture program is one of the
most successful in the Puget Sound and is an important contributor of chincok to the state non-Native
American and Native American commerdal and sports fisheries (]. Fraser, personal communication). Chinook
spawning survey numbers for the Deschutes River and Percival Creek are also provided in Appendix E.

— CAPITOL LAKE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT— 6.1



Estuaries provide an important nursery habitat and many, if not most, juvenile fry in natural populations will
rear in downstream estuaries and in a wide range of salinities. Stream-type chinook juveniles (which rear in
freshwater for up to a year) use low velocity waters along stream margins and behind instream structures,
but will tend to move to higher velocity waters before either coho or steelhead juveniles. This behavior
appears to provide habitat segregation between these potentially competing species in waters they cohabit.
Freshwater rearing chinook are not known to prefer lake rearing during their freshwater residence, although
net pen rearing and feeding has proven to be highly successful in producing returning adults for fisheries (C.

Smith, personal communication).

Coho Salmon

It is unlikely that coho salmon existed in the upper Deschutes River above Tumwater Falls, however it is
possible that a historic coho run existed in Percival Creek below the falls near the SR-101 bridge. Unlike
chinook salmon, coho are passed through the Deschutes River fish trap and allowed to reproduce naturally
within the watershed. A naturally spawning population also inhabits the headwaters of Percival Creek (J.
Dickison, personal communication; K. Kloempken, personal communication; & Appendix E). It is reported
that a small plant of coho occurred within the Deschutes watershed in 1986 and 1990, but was discontinued
as it is part of the south Puget Sound natural coho spawning study (). Fraser, personal communication).

Coho juveniles have a year of freshwater residence where they typically inhabit their natal streams.
However, coho do rear in lakes for this first year of residence, and their growth and survival can be equally

good or better than stream rearing (Johnston et al. 1987).

Chum Salmon

Chum salmon also historically spawned in Percival Creek and continue to do so. Chum salmon do not
readily ascend the fish ladder above Tumwater Falls so the development of a self sustaining population in
the upper watershed has been limited (Williams et al. 1975 & J. Fraser, personal communication).
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Corrections have also been made to the following FISHERIES discussion in the Draft
EIS:

Pg 2-4: Paragraph 4 - Remove and add the following:
Each year, two million chinock salmon fry (juveniles less than one year of age) are planted in €apitot
takef Percival Cove in March and April. The fry are fed by the Washington State Department of Fish

and Wildlife (WDFW) from the time_of planting mickAprit to late May or early June {l. Fraser, personal
communication}.

Pg 2-5: Paragraph 1 - Add the following as the last sentence.
The yearling chinook salmon are typically planted in mid-November and reared until the following

spring.

Page 4-18: Paragraph 1 - Remove the following:

rerefore—theres o b s tirreofvean

Replace with the following:

Although reduced dissolved oxygen (DO) levels in the south basin are a concern to WDFW, it is
unlikely that large numbers of adult chinook salmon in an open lake environment would measurably
further reduce DO levels (). Fraser, personal communication).

Pg 4-54: Paragraph 4 - Remove the following:
WP -y | i omkfrdireathointot '

Pg 4-54: Paragraph 5 - Remove the entire Paragraph

Replace with the following:

Under this alternative, the returning salmon would bypass the fish ladder at the Capitol Lake dam.
The chinook rearing program would be similar to the current level of effort, which captures adult
chinook salmon at the Tumwater Falls fish trap.
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